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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The development of the area of Marriage and the Family, like 
others within the larger field of Sociology, can be traced by the 
gradual improvements in techniques of measurement and prediction.
The application of statistical research has been responsible for 
the discovery of most of the factors known to be related to marital 
adjustment. Characteristically, research has utilized adjusted 
and maladjusted couples and has identified significant differences 
between them on selected variables. The observed differences are 
then used as items in developing marriage adjustment and marriage 
prediction scales.
One of the earlier attempts to assess marriage adjustment was 
that of Jessie Bernard'*' who investigated the relationship between 
adjustment and attitudes. She hypothesized that there were signi­
ficant differences between the attitudes of adjusted and maladjusted 
couples. Although she did find differences, they were not large 
enough or consistent enough to make prediction feasible at statisti­
cally significant levels.
^ Jessie Bernard, "An Instrument for Measurement of Success 
in Marriage," publications of the American Sociological Society,
27, 1933, pp. 9U-106.
2
The work of Terman revealed significant differences between
adjusted and maladjusted couples on variatfl.es related to personality
and background factors. This pioneer work has become more or less
3
of a model for future work. The studies of Burgess and Cottrell,
h 5
Lock, and Wallin, have uncovered significant differences between 
couples of varying levels of adjustment* They have substantiated 
many of the findings of the Terman study, but also have differed on 
some variables which they found not to be related to marital adjust­
ment.
The above mentioned studies and others concerned with the same
problem have had one major characteristic in common; they have
concentrated on the characteristics of the subjects under consideration
and, with a few exceptions, have largely ignored the interaction
patterns of the mates.
In recent years methodological designs, observational procedures,
and analytical techniques have been developed which led researchers 
_
Lewis M. Terman, et al., Psychological Factors in Marital 
Happiness, New York, McGraw-Hill Book Co., 193^, Chapter lu
3
Ernest W. Burgess and Leonard S. Cottrell, Predicting 
Success or Failure in Marriage, New York, Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
1939, Chapter 5*
li
Harvey J. Locke, Predicting Adjustment in Marriage; A 
Comparison of a Divorced and Happily Married Groupl Henry Holt 
and Co., Inc., 1951, Chapter 3«
Ernest W, Burgess and Paul Wallin, Engagement and Marriage.
New York, J. B. Lippincott Co., 1953, Chapter 15.
to investigate the interactional systems of married couples. The
attempts at theory construction by such men as Parsons, Shils,
£
Tolman, Kluckhohn, and Murdock have pointed out that the actions
of a given individual involve more than the intrinsic nature of the
individual himself. They have shown that the individual operates,
at any given time, in a specific social situation, and that much of
his behavior is a reaction to other individuals in that specific
7
interactional field. As early as 19lil Paul Horst stated that:
One type of problem which seems to involve 
nonlinear relationships between variables is 
that in which inter-personal relations are of 
importance. Problems of this sort are probably 
involved in most socially significant activities.
They arise in all situations where the success of 
an activity is contingent not only upon the traits 
and characteristics of the person engaging in the 
activity but also upon those of the persons assoc­
iated with him in that activity. This, of course, 
is the typical marriage situation.
As a consequence of the above theories, increasing research 
attention has been paid to the importance of the interaction of the
couple and the interdependency of their behavioral characteristics.
8
Burgess and Wallin have stated that:
 _---------
Dorwin Cartwright and Alvin Zander, Group Dynamics. New York, 
Row, Peterson and Company, 19!?3»
7
Paul Horst, "The Prediction of Personal Adjustment,1 Social 
Science Research Council, New York, Bulletin U8, 19iil> PP* 136-137.
8
Burgess and Wallin, op. cit.
kMarried persons have developed various 
techniques of manipulation, appeasement, concil­
iation, and compromise for use in solving marital 
problems, Ihe relative efficiency of these 
techniques of decision-makingj authoritarian, 
mutual, verbal coercion, and discussion, is a subject 
awaiting investigation.
9
Reuben Hill has also stated that:
The dynamics of family interaction are 
more subtle than the breaking of crockery in 
a conflict laden family would indicate, ihe 
family cycle itself is generated by a number 
of interacting processes which we can separately 
name and discuss but cannot dissociate in actual 
living. We are desperately in need of know­
ledge about the patterns and media of communi­
cation which may be the key to problem-solving 
and democratic decision making.
10
Robert F. Bales has recently developed a technique for 
measuring the process of interaction between members of small groups#
His method has been applied to the analysis of married couples by
11 12 Fred Strodtbeck. Robert Winch has recently reported on his
findings relating to needs and need satisfaction among married
couples. This type of research is promising in that it may disclose
9 Reuben Hill, Families Under Stress, Harper & Brothers,
New York, 19h9, p* 6.
Robert F. Bales, Interaction Process Analysis, Addison- 
Wesley Press, Inc., Cambridge, Mass., 195>0.
11
Fred L. Strodtbeck, "Husband-Wife Interaction Over Revealed 
Differences," American Sociological Review, Vol. 16, No. H, August 19$L.
12
Robert F. Winch, "Complementary Needs in Mate-Selection," 
American Sociological Review, Vol. 20, No. 1, February 1955*
factors related to marriage adjustment and marital interaction 
that have previously been unknown, ihe further insight into 
marriage that these researchers may afford could make it possible to 
increase the efficiency of prediction of adjustment beyond present 
limits. Correlation coefficients rarely exceeding .£0 leave much 
to be desired so far as predicting success for any given couple 
is concerned.
The present study is a further investigation into the inter­
action patterns of married couples. It uses Bales* "Interaction 
Process Analysis" as the measuring technique. This method makes it 
possible to investigate the process of interaction as well as its 
content. The present study differs from that of Strodtbeck in that 
it is interested in the relationship between patterns of interaction 
and levels of marital adjustment of the couples under consideration.
CHAPTER II
HYPOTHESIS AND DESIGN
Every scientific study of human behavior should take into con­
sideration the major relevant variables believed to be associated 
■with the phenomenon under investigation. An attempt has been made 
to assess the relevant variables in the present study in order to 
make explicit the rationale underlying the hypothesis.
The first relevant variable is the individual •who comes into 
the experimental situation with a set of background factors which 
presumably influence his actions. He has a personality which is 
a product of his unique interaction with his environment. He has 
pre-formed attitudes, habits, and needs which predispose him to act 
in characteristic ways. The second variable is the situation in 
which the behavior occurs. The behavior of an individual is not 
a constant^ it varies according to the nature of the situation as 
well as the expectations of the individual in that situation.
Third, the presence of the other individuals and their needs and 
expectations must be considered. Accordingly, in a marital situation, 
the actions of one of -the spouses will be, to some extent, a function 
of The actions of the other spouse. Strong disagreements on the 
part of the wife may lead to subsequent actions on the part of the
husband which might not have occured otherwise.
It is within this general theoretical orientation that the 
hypothesis is presented. Since this investigation is largely 
exploratory in nature, no attempt has been made to hypothecate the 
exact nature of the interaction patterns of the well adjusted and 
maladjusted couples in the sample.
Similar predictions for specific types of behavior were avoided 
so as to minimize the danger that preconception might unduly limit 
the observation of the couples. Instead, the hypothesis is pre­
sented in this general form: there are statistically significant
differences between the interaction patterns of adjusted and mal­
adjusted couples in certain problem-solving situations. The 
hypothesis will be tested in the null form to determine whether 
observed differences exceed chance expectations. Differences will 
be tested by Chi-square analysis throughout in order to determine 
levels of statistical significance.
Selection of the Sample
The subjects of this study were students and their wives who 
were enrolled at The Ohio State University during the Spring Quarter, 
195>U. All the subjects were residents of The River Road Project, 
a village of temporary housing units made available to married 
students and their families by the University. Preference was
given to Veterans in assigning these units: almost all of the
husbands in the study were Veterans.
At the time of the study was conducted, there were 350 families 
living in this housing project. For sampling purposes the families 
were sorted into three categories: couples without children,
couples with one child, and couples with two or more children.
13Christensen and Philbrick have shown that there is a relationship 
between family size and marital adjustment. Their subjects were also 
college students. To avoid introducing a bias in the selection of 
the subjects, the sample was stratified into those couples without 
children and those couples with one child, ^ouples with two or 
more children were not sampled. A random sample of each of the 
size categories was selected from the files of the director of the 
housing project. Names of couples were filed alphabetically in each 
size category. A sample was taken by selecting every second name as 
it appeared in the file of couples without children, and every third 
name of those couples with one child. In this manner, a sample of 
100 couples was selected from a population of 182 married couples 
characterized by one or no children.
Complete cooperation of all couples in the sample was not 
obtained. The following table shows the numbers lost and the reasons 
for the losses.
^  Harold T. Christensen and R. E. Philbrick, "Family Size as a 
Factor in the Marital Adjustments of College Students," American 
Sociological Review, 17,-1952, pp. 306-12.
9Table 1. - Loss of Subjects from Original Sample
Reason for Loss Couples One Child
Having 
No Children
Unable to contact 10 6
Refused to Cooperate 6 9
Other h h
Totals 20 19
Eleven couples -who originally agreed to cooperate in the study 
later refused to continue after they had examined the marriage 
adjustment scale in the privacy of their homes. Each of these 
couples was contacted by phone and was pressed to explain its re­
fusal to continue with the study. The altruistic goals of the 
study were stressed either to elicit cooperation or an explanation 
for the refusal. Six of the spouses gave their mate's refusal to 
cooperate as the answer, and the remaining five spouses confessed 
that their marital relationships were very poor and that they did not 
care to participate for this reason.
These later refusals reduced the numbers in the respective 
sampling categories below thirty, and it was found necessary to 
increase the number in each category to at least thirty couples.
The original sampling procedure described above was repeated and 
couples were added from this second sample until the category sizes 
increased to thirty. There were no refusals in the second sample.
In view of the refusals, it cannot be stated that he subjects 
of this study constitute a representative sample of the population
10
from which they were drawn. Pressure applied to those who refused 
to cooperate indicated that there was a tendency for the less well 
adjusted couples to refuse to cooperate with this type of research.
The absence of a representative sample does not seriously 
interfere with either the design or the objectives of this study.
What was important was a fairly wide range of adjustment scores 
which could be sorted into adjustment categories. Adjustment cate­
gories could then be constructed on an operational basis without 
reference to absolute levels of adjustment.
After the sample had been selected, each couple was visited in 
its apartment. It was explained that a study was being conducted 
to assess the relationship between marriage adjustment and the 
manner in which couples went about solving common marriage problems.
An altruistic approach was used. It was emphasized that such in­
formation would be valuable to teachers and counselors in helping 
other couples with engagement and marriage adjustment problems. Noth­
ing relating to the actual conditions, techniques, or content of 
the problem-solving situation was revealed to the couples in order 
to avoid biasing their behavior under observation. If a couple 
agreed to cooperate, Burgess-Locke Marriage Adjustment Forms were 
left with them. When all the couples in the sample had been con­
tacted, they were called by phone, and a time f or their first 
session in the interaction room was scheduled. At that time they 
brought in their completed Marriage Adjustment Forms.
11
The Marriage Adjus tment Scale
The scale used to measure marriage adjustment was that devised 
by Burgess and L o c k e . A f t e r  the completed scales were turned in,
15
it was noted that Burgess and Wallin had revised the weighting 
of many of the items in the original Burgess-Locke Marriage Adjust­
ment Form. The adjustment forms were scored according to those 
new weights. The forms were not scored until after the measure­
ments of all the interactions had been taken, so that foreknowledge 
of any given couples' adjustment would not introduce a bias into 
the observation and scoring of their interaction.
An investigation of the reliability of the adjustment scores 
was made by correlating scores on four items on which the individual 
was required to express satisfaction with the relationship against 
the scores on the remaining items. These findings are presented in 
the Appendix.
Interaction Process Analysis
Tie technique used to measure the interaction patterns of the
16
couples under observation was that developed by Robert F. Bales.
Ernest W. Burgess and Harvey J. Locke, Tie Family: From
Institution to Companionship, ^ew York, American Book Company,
19U5, PP. 760-71, 7«5-B7. 
15 Burgess and Wallen, op. cit.
Bales, op. cit.
12
The twelve categories of actions that he developed, seemed, from a 
theoretical point of view, to lend themselves to the analysis of 
the behavior of married couples in problem-solving situations.
Bales presented data on the interactions of six married couples in 
non-marital problem-solving situations. His findings were purely 
exploratory^ he did not attempt to determine whether the inter­
action profiles were related to levels of marital adjustment.
Bales first began his observation method using categories 
of actions listed by other students in the field of small group 
research. He discarded those categories which were on an unsuitable 
level of abstraction, or which were too highly specialized or 
ideo-syncratic. Throughout the development of his instrument, his 
number of categories varied from five to eighty-seven. As his 
experience with reliability accumulated, and as his theories de­
veloped, the number of categories gradually decreased. His final 
instrument uses only twelve categories of actions, and his co­
efficients of reliability for co-observers are comparatively high. 
Bales had the following to say about the possibilities of his 
method:^
Indeed, it may turn out that the method will 
have more value as a simplified conceptual and 
operational model for the analysis of interactional 
systems, both large and small in scale, than as an 
auxiliary instrument in experimental studies.
17
Ibid.
The instructions that Bales offered with regard to the use of 
his method were followed to the letter throughout this study. When 
questions about unitization of actions, categorization of acts, or 
definitions of acts arose, they were always referred to Bales’ 
instructions for clarification. -*-t is only fair to the author of a 
new method that his technique be tested in terms of its own formu­
lation. Redefining categories, altering observational procedures, 
and introducing new variables can produce results which are not only 
logically incompatible with the original method, but which are also 
not comparable with the findings of the original method. A second­
ary objective of the present study was to make an empirical test 
of Bales method, especially with regard to the ability of his method 
to descriminate between adjusted and maladjusted couples.
rfhe categories proposed by Bales and used in this study are 
listed below:
1. SHOWS SOLIDARITY, raises other's status, gives 
help, rewards other:
2. SHOWS TENSION RELEASE, jokes, laughs, shows 
satisfaction:
3. AGREES, shows passive acceptance, understands, 
concurs, complies:
Iw GIVES SUGGESTION, direction, implying autonomy 
for other:
5. GIVES OPINION, evaluation, analysis, expresses 
feeling or wish:
6. GIVES ORIENTATION, information, repeats, clarifies, 
confirms:
lU
7. ASKS FOR ORIENTATION, information, repetition, 
confirmation:
8. ASKS FOR OPINION, evaluation, analysis, 
expression of feeling:
9. ASKS FOR SUGGESTION, direction, possible 
ways of action:
10. DISAGREES, shows passive rejection, formality, 
withholds help:
11. SHOWS TENSION, asks for help, withdraws "out 
of field":
12. SHOWS ANTAGONISM, deflates other's status, 
defends or asserts self.
Observations of the couples were made in the small group re­
search room at the Personnel Research Board, The Ohio State Univer­
sity, which was located in one of the buildings in the same housing 
community as the subjects. It was possible for all subjects to walk 
to the observation room from their apartments within five munutes.
Ihe observation room was similar to that described by Bales.
Upon arriving, each couple was taken directly to the interaction 
room. Ihe couple were informed that they were to be observed through 
a one-way mirror from the next room where their voices could be 
heard through a microphone suspended above their work table. It was 
necessary to inform all subjects of the observation conditions inasmuch 
as many of the husbands and some of the wives had encountered one­
way mirrors in their college work.
A recreation problem "was given to the couples first. A large 
calendar had been placed on the work table at "which the couple was 
seated. Each couple was instructed to go through the calendar day 
by day and construct a schedule of all their leisure and recreational 
activities. Definitions of what constituted leisure and re­
creational activities were left to the discretion of the couple.
Since some of the recreational activities of the husbands differed 
from those of their wives because of membership in fraternities, 
veteran's organizations, etc., and those of the wives differed 
because of membership in church groups, wives' clubs, etc., varia­
tions in their respective schedules were permitted. Pretests of the 
method demonstrated that, for this type of problem, the interaction 
pattern was distorted when only one of the spouses constructed the 
schedule. To hold this variable constant, each spouse was requested 
to make a separate schedule. A final qualification was that one of 
the spouses could not enter a recreational activity in his schedule 
without the consent or agreement of the other.
When the couple finished the problem, the observer returned to 
the interaction room. At this time the couple was scheduled for the 
second session in the interaction room. Approximately two weeks 
elapsed between the first and second observations.
When the couple arrived at the interaction room for the second 
problem, they were given instructions as follows: "Please construct
a budget of all your expenditures for a typical month. The amount
16
you are to use in building your budget is your own present total 
take-home pay plus 25 per cent of whatever this amount may be.
You may spend the money in any way you please, but you may not
spend more than one-fourth of the 25 per cent increase on any one 
thing. In other words, you cannot decide to save all of the in­
crease, but you may save one-fourth of it. You are to keep separate 
records of the budget as you proceed. Finally, no amount for any 
item may be entered in your schedule without the consent or agree­
ment of your spouse. Ihen you finish, your budgets will be identi­
cal." When the couple indicated that they understood, the observer 
left the room, and the measurement of the interaction proceeded 
as with the first problem.
There were two reasons for having the couples attempt to solve 
two problems, each on a different occasion. First, it was possible 
that a couple's interaction would vary according to the nature of 
the problem 1hey were solving. Second, it was believed that 
extraneous influences might alter the nature of the interaction and 
the record of the couples interaction would not have been character­
istic of their customary modes of interaction.
The problems selected for this study were taken from the
18
research findings of Landis, who investigated the length of time
15 -
Judson T. Landis, "Length of Time Required to Achieve 
Adjustment in Marriage," American Sociological Review, 11:666-77# 
December 19lt6,
17
required for a sample of couples to reach adjustments in critical 
areas of married life. His findings are presented in Table 2.
Table 2. Length of Time Required to Achieve Adjustment
in Marriage
Area of Adjustment
Agreed 
from be­
ginning
Dis-*
agreed
1-12
months
1-50
years
Never
Sex Relations 52.7# 12.3# 12.5# 10.0# 12.5#
Spending Family Income 56.2 11.ii 9.0 13.1 10.3
Social & Recreational Activities 67.1 9.5 1.3 5.3 13.0
In-Law Relationships 68.7 10.9 3.9 7.0 9.6
Religious Activities 7U.0 7.6 1.6 6.8 10.0
Mutual Friends 76.i{ 7.8 U.6 3.3 7.9
•jf-
Couple disagreed as to whether they agreed from the be­
ginning.
Spending Family Income and Social and Recreational Activities 
were selected as being most likely to differentiate between adjusted 
and maladjusted couples and as being feasible in an experimental 
situation. Also, if one assumes that the nature of the interaction 
pattern, as measured by Bales' method, varies as potential conflict 
increases, one may hypothecate that as the couples move from the 
recreation to the budget problem, the nature of their interaction 
will change. The present study will test this hypothesis by noting 
whether changes do occur as the problem is altered.
A co-observer assisted in the scoring of actions of couples 
working on the recreation problem. Kis observations were later 
compared with those of the author to obtain some measure of the 
reliability of the method.
CHAPTER III
FINDINGS
Construction of Adjustment Categories
One of the major problems encountered in this study was in 
sorting the subjects into adjustment categories. When the scores 
of wives were compared with those of their respective husbands, a 
Pearsonian correlation of 0.58 was obtained. The wives tended to 
have somewhat higher scores than their husbands.
One of the techniques investigated was the arrangement of the 
scores of the wives in rank order using the median score to separate 
them into the adjusted and maladjusted categories. It was then 
observed that the husbands of those wives who fell into the adjusted 
category did not all fall into the adjusted category. If such a 
method were used, comparison of frequencies of adjusted wives with 
adjusted husbands would not be valid. The distribution of husbands' 
scores would distort the interaction profiles and conceal dif­
ferences. Consequently, this method was discarded.
In the present study the scores of each husband and wife were 
combined. The combined scores were then rank ordered and separated 
into adjusted and maladjusted categories according to their deviations 
above and below the median combined score. The range of combined
19
20
scores was from 2\\J to ii£8. The median combined adjustment score 
was 398. When the adjustment categories had been constructed, 
husbands and wives were separated, and individual mean scores were 
computed for each sex adjustment category. '^'he mean adjustment 
scores for each category were then compared with the mean adjustment 
score obtained on four self evaluation items in the Marriage Adjust­
ment Form. The findings are presented in Table 3.
Table 3. Mean Adjustment Scores for Adjusted and Mal­
adjusted Hushands and Wives
Adjustment Category Mean Adjustment 
Score
Mean Self Evaluation 
Score
Adjusted Wives 212. U ill. 3
Adjusted Husbands 210.0 U0.8
Maladjusted Wives 181.9 3lu9
Maladjusted Husbands 176.3 3U.3
All Couples 19h*0 37.8
These findings show that the scores on the self evaluation items 
are arranged in the same order as the scores on the complete marriage 
adjustment scale. When the differences between adjusted spouses 
were tested by the use of Chi-squares, they were not statistically 
significant. The differences between maladjusted spouses were also 
found to be insignificant. When differences between adjusted and
Graph 1. Combined Marriage Adjustment Scores for All 
Adjusted and Maladjusted Couples
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Graph, 2. Marriage Adjustment Scores for Adjusted 
and Maladjusted Husbands
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maladjusted wives and between adjusted and maladjusted husbands 
were tested, the differences were significant at the .01 confidence 
level in each case.
The categories of adjusted and maladjusted are operationally 
defined categories. It is questionable that the mean adjustment 
score for maladjusted wives indicates maladjustment in an absolute 
sense. If there is a relationship between interaction profiles and 
marriage adjustment, differences should appear between operationally 
defined categories.
Family Size and Marital Adjustment
The sample used in this study was stratified according to 
family size. Of the sixty couples in the sample, 30 couples had 
no children, and 30 couples had one child, 't'o determine whether 
there was a relationship between family size and marital adjust­
ment, scores for husband and wife were combined. The couples were 
separated into adjustment categories as discussed elsewhere. It 
was found that of the 30 couples with children, fifteen fell into 
the adjusted category and fifteen into the maladjusted category.
The distribution of couples without children was the same. Thus, 
there is no significant relationship between these two variables 
insofar as the present sample is concerned.
It is possible that if the present study "were not biased in 
favor of adjusted couples, the relationship between family size 
and adjustment might have been different. It will be recalled that 
there were eleven couples who agreed to cooperate in the study but 
who later refused to come into the interaction room for observation. 
Eight of these eleven couples were couples with one child.
Elapsed Time and Marital Adjustment
When the measurements of interactions were finished, it was 
noted that the amount of time required by the couple to solve the 
problems given them varied from 10 to 65 minutes. To determine whether 
time was related to marital adjustment, a Pearsonian correlation 
was run between adjustment score per individual and length of time 
taken to solve the problems. A correlation of 0.09 was obtained, 
indicating no significant relation between time and adjustment.
Ihe mean time required to solve the recreation problem was 
31 minutes. There were many couples who solved the problems in 
less time. Since there was no relation between time and adjustment, 
it was decided to standardize interaction scores at a time interval 
which would apply to all couples. A fifteen minute interval was 
examined and was found to fit all but two couples (whose times were 
10 and 13 minutes). Frequencies for these couples were extrapolated 
to fifteen minute intervals. The first fifteen minutes of each 
couple's interaction was then used as the basis for the statistical
25
analysis of interaction profiles.
Total Number of Actions and Marital Adjustment
Elapsed time has been shown to be unrelated to marital adjustment. 
The total numbers of actions scored in the fifteen munute time inter­
val were different for the husband and wife of the same couple, and 
for different couples. When total actions of each individual were 
compared with adjustment scores, a Pearsonian correlation of O.Olj. 
was obtained. There is no significant relationship beti/yeen total 
actions and marital adjustment.
Some comment with respect to the relevant variables in this 
study is in order. -4ie problems solved and the ins true tions for 
solving them were controlled by making ihem the same for all 
couples. The physical environment was held constant. Inasmuch as 
time was unrelated to adjustment, time was held constant by 
standardizing all interaction scores at fifteen minute intervals. 
Family size may be ignored since it was shown to be unrelated to 
marital adjustment for the present sample. Some attempt to control 
extraneous influences was made by having the couples solve the 
problems on different occasions. Thus, the variables initially 
thought to be related to marital adjustment in this study have either 
been controlled or have been shown to be unrelated to marital 
ad jus tment.
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Interaction Process Analysis
The data on which the statistical analysis was run were taken 
from the first fifteen minutes of the observation of each couple 
in the interaction room inasmuch as there were no relationships 
between either marital adjustment scores, time to solve the problem, 
or the number of actions required to solve it. The number of actions 
for each individual during the fifteen minute interval varied. No 
attempt was made to control this variation since it was noted that 
there was a relationship between the ratio of husband-wife acts 
and marital adjustment. Ibis relationship was evident when the total 
number of acts for each wife was divided by the total number of acts 
for her husband. The resulting ratio was correlated with adjustment 
scores, and a correlation coefficient of 0.39 was obtained.
In analyzing the interaction data, each adjustment category 
was treated as an entity. The scores of all adjusted wives were 
combined in a total frequency score for each interaction category. 
Ihis score was compared with summary scores for each of the other 
adjustment categories. Differences between respective adjustment 
categories were then tested using chi-square. In this form of 
analysis, the frequencies employed in. the cells of the chi-square 
tables were the total number of actions of all individuals in each 
adjustment category. A model of such a Chi Square Table appears 
below in Table U.
2?
Table lu A Model Chi Square Table
Adjustment Total number of actions scored by:
Category Wives Husbands Totals
Adjusted Ni n2 Nq— N2
Maladjusted n3 % n3- nu
Nr- n2 N2- % NX- N2-N3H^
The standard formula far computing chi-square was used:
x2, % ( * .- « ) *“■
2 Cwhere X = Chi-square
o s Combined frequencies of all
cases in an Adjustment Category 
e = The corresponding expected frequency
One degree of freedom was observed in determining the confidence
level of the obtained value for chi-square.
The combined interation frequencies were analyzed in five
ways:
1. Using the model chi-square table described above, the 
actions of the adjusted couples were compared with those of the 
maladjusted couples to determine whether the observed difference 
could have occurred by chance, or whether the difference 
represented samples from different adjustment populations. As a 
more convenient means of comparison, the interaction category 
frequencies of the wives in each adjustment category, for example, 
were divided by the interaction category frequencies of the
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husbands in the same adjustment category. Ihe resulting figure was 
called an F/M ratio. Chi-square as used here is actually a test 
of whether the differences between the F/M ratios of the adjusted 
and maladjusted couples could have occurred by chance, henceforth, 
this will be referred to as Type 1 analysis.
2. A role analysis of husbands and wives was run by comparing 
the frequencies of each and testing the difference with chi-squares.
It was assumed that, inasmuch as the time interval was the same and 
the problem was the same for husbands and wives, their respective 
frequencies would be the same if their behavior were not different.
In calculating chi-square values, the averages of the frequencies 
of husbands and wives were used as the expected values. One degree 
of freedom was observed in determining confidence levels of obtained 
chi-square values. Henceforth, this will be referred to as Type 2 
analysis.
3. The interaction category frequencies for adjusted and 
maladjusted husbands were compared to determine whether they re­
presented samples from different populations. Ihe averages of their 
respective frequencies were used as the expected values when chi- 
square analyses were run. Henceforth, this will be referred to as 
Type 3 analysis.
li. Ihe interaction category frequencies for adjusted and mal­
adjusted wives were also compared to determine whether they represented
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samples from different statistical universes, ihe chi-square 
analysis was the same as in Type 3 analysis above. Henceforth, 
this ■will be referred to as Type h analysis.
Interaction category frequencies for each of the adjustment 
categories on the recreation problem were compared with interaction 
category frequencies for the same adjustment categories on the 
budget problem. Two hypotheses were tested. First, it was 
hypothesized that the nature of the interaction profiles would 
vary according to the nature of the problem being solved. Second, 
it was hypothesized that the nature of the change in behavior would 
not be the same for each adjustment category. In calculating chi- 
square values, the averages of the frequencies of the adjusted wives, 
for example, on the recreation problem and the budget problem vrere 
used as the expected values in each or the interaction categories. 
Significant differences were interpreted as representing samples 
selected from different behavioral populations, inasmuch as the 
subjects were the same.
Analysis of Recreation Problem Data
lype 1 analysis was run first to determine whether the inter­
actions of the adjusted and maladjusted couples were different from 
chance expectations. The data for the findings are presented in
Table Analysis shows that the distribution of acts between 
adjusted spouses in each interaction category does not differ 
significantly from the distributions of acts between maladjusted 
spouses in that interaction category. A comparison of F/M ratios 
shows that, for almost all interaction categories, they are similar* 
The categories of actions showing asking for opinions and showing 
tension reveal comparatively large differences between F/M ratios, 
but the differences do not depart from chance expectations.
Graph U was constructed on the basis of the F/M ratios.
A value of one on the abscissa indicates that both husbands and wives 
display equal amounts of actions in the respective interaction cate­
gory. F/M ratios below one indicate that the husbands scored more 
acts than the wives: F/M ratios above one indicate that the wives
scored more acts in this category than the husbands. Ihe nature of 
the curves in Graph U suggests the possibility of a role analysis. 
Husbands, regardless of adjustment, rank low in those categories 
showing solidarity, laughter, and agreement. On the other hand, 
the husbands rank higher than the wives in those interaction cate­
gories showing negative emotional qualities, i.e., disagreement and 
antagonism.
An investigation of roles was made using I^pe 2 analysis. The 
findings of this analysis are presented in Table 6. There are many 
significant differences between the actions of husbands and wives,
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Table 5* Interaction Category Frequencies for Adjusted and
Maladjusted Couples on the Recreation Problem
Interaction
Category
Adjustment
Category
Wives Husbands F/M X: 
Ratios
- Confidence 
Level
Showing Adjusted 16 13 1.23
a-Solidarity Maladjus ted 13 11 1.18
Tension Adj. 228 132 1.73 Jt
Release Mai. 262 136 1.93
Showing Adj. 27U 227 1.21 ut.
Agreement Mai. 21+9 203 1.23
n
Giving Adj. 259 300 0.86
*Suggestions Mai. 2h9 271+ 0.91
Giving Adj. 61+1 617 1.01+
Opinions Mai. 596 608 O.98 1r
Giving Adj. 76JU 871 0.88 -»Information Mai. 795 853 0.93
Asking for Adj. 219 225 0.97 it
Information Mai. 216 231 0.91+
Asking for Adj. 190 135 1.1+1
Opinions Mai. 151+ 95 1.62
"K*
Asking for Adj. 1+3 1+9 0.88
Suggestions Mai. 51 39 1.31
Shewing Adj. 61 81+ 0.73
Disagreement Mai. 1+8 68 0.71
w
Showing Adj. 76 1+3 1.77 0.10
Tension Mai. 61+ 1+7 1.12
Showing Adj. 25 1+5 0.56 it
Antagonism Mai. 1+8 71 0.67
X is less than required at .10 level
32
Graph lw F/M Ratios for Adjusted and Maladjusted Couples 
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irrespective of marital adjustment. Wives show significantly 
higher frequencies in those interaction categories showing tension 
release, agreement, asking for opinions, and, for the adjusted 
wives only, showing tension. Chart I shovrs how Bales interprets 
these categories of actions. Efforts at tension reduction are, 
for the present study, essentially feminine traits. Showing agree­
ment is related to problems of decision; asking for opinions is 
related to problems of evaluation. With the exception of de­
monstrations of tension, all of these acts fall in either the 
positive emotional area or the neutral area. It appears that the 
behavior of the wives is oriented toward building up the positive 
emotional aspects of the marital relationship much more so than 
the husbands'.
Ihe husbands show significantly higher frequencies in those 
interaction categories showing: giving suggestions, giving in­
formation, showing disagreement, and showing antagonism. It is 
significant, by way of comparison, that the husbands tend to give 
suggestions whereas the wives tend to ask for suggestions. Husbands 
are also more oriented toward problems of communication in that 
they show significantly more acts of giving orientation than their 
wives. Finally, the husbands show more negative control than the 
wives: their frequencies of showing disagreement and antagonism
are significantly higher.
Chart I. The System of Categories Used in Observation 
and Their Major Relations^
Social-
Emotional
Area:
Positive
Task
Area:
Neutral i
c
4L-“Social- 
Emotional D 
Area: 
Negative
1. Shows solidarity, raises others 
status, gives help, reward:______
2. Shows tension release, jokes, 
laughs, shows satisfaction:______'
3. Agrees, shows passive acceptance, 
understands, concurs, complies:
"In Gives suggestion, direction, im- 
plying autonomy for other:_______'
9. Gives opinion, evaluation, analy-
sis, expresses feeling, wish: 
Gives orientation, information, 
repeats, clarifies, confirms: “ 1
7. Asks for orientation, informat- 
ion, repetition, conformation:
TT. Asks for opinion, evaluation, 
analysis, expression of feeling:
a b
9. Asks- for suggestion, direction, 
possible ways of action:_______
10. Disagrees, shows passive reject- 
ion, formality, withholds help:
11. Shows tension, asks for help, 
withdraws out of field:  ‘
12. Shows antagonism, deflates others_ 
 status, defends or asserts self.
KEY:
& • Problems of Communication
b. Problems of Evaluation
c. Problems of Control
d. Problems of Decision
e. Problems of Tension Reduction
f. Problems of Reintegration
A. Positive Reactions
B. Attempted Answers
C. Questions
D. Negative Reactions
19 Bales, 0£. cit.
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Table 6. Interaction Category Frequencies for Husbands
and Wives on the Recreation Problem
Interaction
Category
Adjustment
Category
Husbands Wives Differ­
ence
o
X Confidence 
level
Showing Adjusted 13 16 -3 .10
Solidarity Maladjusted 11 13 -2 ft
Tension Adj. 132 228 -96 .01
Release Mai. 136 262 -126 .01
Showing Adj. 227 271* -1*7 .05
Agreement Mai. 203 2k9 -1*6 .05
Giving Adj. 300 259 /Ul .10
Suggestions Mai. 27k 2k9 A 5 ft
Giving Adj. 617 61*1 -21* ■ft
Opinions Mai. 608 596 A 2 ft
Giving Adj. 871 76k /107 .01
Information Mai. 853 7 95 /58 ft
Asking for Adj. 225 219 A ft
Information Mai. 231 216 A 5 ft
Asking for ' Adj. 135 190 -55 .01
Opinions Mai. 95 15U -59 .01
Asking for Adj. 1*9 1*3 /6 ft
Suggestions Mai. 39 51 -12 ft
Showing Adj. 81* 6l /23 .06
Disagreement Mai. 68 1*8 /20 .07
Showing Adj. U3 76 -33 .01
Tension Mai. 57 6k -7 ft
Showing Adj. U5 25 /20 .02
Antagonism Mai. 71 1*8 /23 .05
* X2 is less than required at .10 level
This interpretation of the findings indicates that the husbands 
play a role of dominance and control. They tend to give orientation, 
make suggestions, and then excercise negative controls, possibly 
to increase their wives' cooperation and agreement. T‘he wives, 
on the other hand, appear to be playing a role of adaptation. They 
show much more tension and tension release, they ask for more 
opinions, and they agree more frequently than the husbands.
Ihe interaction category frequencies of the adjusted and mal­
adjusted husbands were compared to determine whether they differed 
from chance expectations. Type 3 analysis was employed. Table 7 
shows that statistically significant differences appeared in two 
of the interaction categories. Asking for opinions was more frequent 
among the adjusted husbands. Showing antagonism was more frequent 
among the maladjusted husbands. Apparently the adjusted husbands 
are more concerned about their wives1 opinions in the decision making 
process and use fewer negative emotional controls in the problem­
solving situation.
The frequencies of adjusted and maladjusted wives were compared 
to determine whether there was a difference in their role playing. 
Type U analysis was employed. Table 8 shows that there was a 
statistically significant different in only one interaction cate­
gory, that of showing antagonism, ^oth maladjusted husbands and 
wives show significantly more antagonism than the adjusted couples.
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Table 7. Interaction Category Frequencies for Adjusted and
Maladjusted Husbands on the Recreation -Problem
Interaction
Category
Adjusted
Husbands
Maladjusted
Husbands
Difference X2 Confidence 
Level
Showing
Solidarity 13 11 / 2 a
Tension
Release 132 136 - h a
Showing
Agreement 227 203 /2U a
Giving
Suggestion 300 27U /26 a
Giving
Opinion 617 608 / 9 a
Giving 
Inf ormation 871 853 /18 *
Asking for 
Information 22$ 231 - 6 a
Asking for 
Opinions 135 95 A o .01
Asking for 
Suggestion U9 39 A o a
Showing
Disagreement 8U 68 /16 a
Showing
Tension U3 57 -iU a
Showing
Antagonism 1*5 71 -26 .02
Totals 27Ul 261*6 -95 a
* X 2 is less than required at .10 level
Table 8. Interaction Category Frequencies for Adusted and
Maladjusted Wives on the Recreation Problem
Interaction
Category
Adjus ted 
Wives
Maladjusted
Wives
Difference
2 . .
X signi­
ficance level
Showing
Solidarity 16 13 / 3 •*
Tension
Release 228 262 -3U
Showing
Agreement 27k 2k9 A 5 *
Giving
Suggestions 259 2k9 /10 *
Giving
Opinions 6U1 596 A 5
Giving
Information 76U 195 -31 *
Asking for 
Information 219 216 / 3 *
Asking for 
Opinions 190 15k /36 .10
Asking for 
Suggestions ■ U3 .51 - 8 *
Showing
Disagreement 61 k8 /13
Showing
Tension 76 6k /12 ■a-
Showing
Antagonism 25 kd -23 .01
Totals 2796 2ik5 -51 •M-
* 2
X is less than required at .10 level
Ihe adjusted wives, like their husbands, ask for more
opinions than the maladjusted wives: the difference approaches
but does not reach statistically acceptable levels.
Analysis of Budget Problem Data
Type 1 analysis was run to determine whether the differences 
between the interactions of adjusted and maladjusted couples varied 
from chance expectations. The data for the findings are presented 
in Table 9. Analysis shows that the distribution of acts between 
husbands and wives differed for adjusted and maladjusted couples 
in five of the twelve interaction categories, Ihe differences 
were significant at the .05 level or better in these categories.
A sixth category, showing disagreement showed comparatively large 
differences but these were significant only at the 10 level. TVvo 
more categories, asking for information and asking for suggestions 
showed differences which were significant at the .1^ level. Al­
though these latter three interaction categories do not reach 
statistically significant levels, comparison with the same categories 
in the recreation data indicate that they vary more from chance in 
this problem than in the former. The five categories that show 
significant differences are demonstrations of solidarity, giving 
opinions, giving information, asking for opinions, and showing 
tension.
Uo
Table 9* Interaction Category Frequencies for Adjusted
and Maladjusted Couples on the Budget Problem
Interaction
Category
Adjustment No. of Acts Scored by F/M 
Category Wives Husbands Ratio
O
X Confidence 
Level
Showing
Solidarity
Adjusted
Maladjusted
30
18
10
20
3.00
0.90 0.01
Laughter & 
Satisfaction
Adjusted 
Maladjus ted
18U
1U3
89
80
2.07
1.79
■it
Showing
Agreement
Adjusted
Maladjusted
381
38U
283
273
1.35
l.Ul
*
Giving
Suggestions
Adjus ted 
Maladjusted
530
558
600
622
0.89
0.90
•it
Giving
Opinions
Adjusted
Maladusted
517
U55
518
5Uo
1.00
0.8U 0.05
Giving
Information
Adjusted
Maladjusted
751
807
989
962
0.76
0.8U
0.02
Asking for 
Information
Adjus ted 
Maladjusted
268
2U6
2U6
270
1.09
0.91
*
Asking for 
Opinions
Adjusted
Maladjusted
169
109
112
103
1.U7
1.02 0.05
Asking for 
Suggestions
Adjusted
Maladjusted
Uo
31
h3
53
0.93
0.58
*
Showing
Disagreement
Adjusted
Maladjusted
126
90
132
126
0.96
0.71 0.10
Showing
Tension
Adjusted
Maladjusted
111
70
kk
59
2.52
1.19 0.01
Showing
Antagonism
Adjus ted 
Maladjusted
69
h9
76
76
0.91
0.6U
it
Totals 6128. 6322 0.97 it
& 2
X is less than required at .10 level
According to Bales* mode of interpretation, the categories 
of giving and asking for opinions are those related to problems of 
evaluation. In this respect, the interaction profiles of adjusted 
and maladjusted couples differ in regard to handling problems of 
evaluation, Secondly, interaction profiles of adjusted and mal­
adjusted couples differ with respect to problems of reintegration 
inasmuch as they differ in amounts and distribution of acts of 
solidarity, ^t should be noted that solidarity falls into the 
positive social emotional category in Chart I. Third, there are 
differences in interaction related to problems of communication.
The category of giving information shows significant differences.
The category of asking for information shows some difference, but 
statistical significance does not reach .05 level. Finally, there 
are some differences in the negative-emotional categories. Displays 
of tension differ between the adjusted and maladjusted couples. 
Distributions of disagreement also differ but chi-square is signi­
ficant only at the .10 level.
The F/M ratios of these distributions are plotted in Graph iu 
Whereas the F/M ratio curves of distribution for the recreational 
data were almost identical, those for budget data show considerable 
variation. Males tend to predominate in giving suggestions, opinions, 
information, asking for information, asking for suggestions, showing 
disagreement, and showing antagonism. Wives tend to predominate in 
those categories showing tension release, showing agreement, asking
for opinions, and showing tension. The same over-all pattern was 
observed when the recreation F/M ratios were analyzed. Comparison 
of these patterns with the interpretations in Graph 1 shows that 
the husbands again predominate in the negative emotional cate­
gories, while the wives predominate in the positive emotional 
categories. Ihe interpretation that husbands play a role of 
dominance and control, and that the wives play a role of adaptation 
is substantiated by the findings of the budget problem.
Type 2 analysis was conducted to investigate more fully the 
difference in roles played by husbands and wives, ihe data for the 
findings are presented in Table 10. These categories showing 
differences between the husbands and wives of the adjusted and mal­
adjusted spouses will be analyzed more fully in types 3 and k 
analyses. For the present discussion, attention will be given to 
those categories where differences between husbands and wives are 
in the same direction for both adjusted and maladjusted couples.
Husbands show more acts than wives in those interaction cate­
gories showing the giving of suggestions, and the giving of informat­
ion. Ihe wives score higher frequencies in those categories showing 
tension release, agreement, and tension. Again, the husband- 
dominant and wife-adaptive role is apparent from the analysis.
Type 3 analysis was conducted to determine whether the dif­
ferences between adjusted and maladjusted husbands varied from
\chance expectations. The data for this comparison is presented
Graph $• F/M Ratios for Adjusted and Maladjusted 
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Thble 10. Interaction Category Frequencies of Hushands
and Wives on the Budget Problem
Interaction
Category
Adjustment
Category
No. of Acts Scored by: 
Husbands Wives
Differ­
ence
X2 Confi­
dence 
Level
Showing Adjustment 10 30 /20 .01
Solidarity Maladjusted 20 18 - 2 ■if
Tension Adjusted 89 181+ /95 .01
Release Maladjusted 80 11*3 /63 .01
Showing Adjusted 283 381 A  8 .01
Agreement Maladjusted 273 381+ /in .01
Giving Adjusted 600 530 -70 .05
Suggestions Maladjusted 622 558 -61+ .07
Giving Adjusted 518 517 - 1
Opinions Maladjusted 5Uo 1*55 -85 .01
Giving Adjusted 985 751 -231+ .01
Information Maladjusted 962 807 -155 .01
Asking for Adjusted 21+6 268 / 22
Information Maladjusted 270 21+6 -21+
Asking for Adjusted 112 165 /53 .01
Opinions Maladjusted 105 105 - 2 ■if
Asking for Adjusted h3 ho - 3 ■if
Suggestions Maladjusted 53 31 -22 .02
Showing Adjusted 132 126 - 6 -if
Disagreement Maladjusted 126 90 -36 .02
Showing Adjusted Uh 111 A>7 .01
Tension Maladjusted 5!9 70 A i •if
Showing Adjusted 76 69 - 7 ■if
Antagonism Maladjusted 76 h9 -27 .02
* 2X is less than required at .10 level
in Table 11. In the category showing solidarity, the maladjusted 
husbands score twice as many acts as the adjusted husbands. How­
ever, inasmuch as the frequencies are small, the difference is 
significant at only the .10 level. Graph 6 shows that the amount 
of solidarity shown never exceeds one per cent of total actions for 
any adjustment category. In all of the remaining interaction cate­
gories, the behavior of the maladjusted husbands is similar to that 
of the adjusted husbands. If the findings relative to solidarity 
discussed above are acceptable as somewhat tenable, we may conclude 
that, for the present sample of husbands, interaction profiles of 
adjusted and maladjusted husbands differ only in that the maladjusted 
husbands show a somewhat greater tendency to effect positive emotional 
reintegration in their marriages. It is significant that the fre­
quencies of showing solidarity are lower for the adjusted husbands 
than for any other adjustment category. It is also significant 
that, although type 1 analysis showed significant differences be­
tween the interaction profiles of adjusted and maladjusted couples, 
type 3 analysis conducted here, shows that both adjusted and mal­
adjusted husbands play almost identical roles when solving common 
marital problems in an experimental . situation. Interaction profile 
differences must be explained, therefore, by differences between 
adjusted and maladjusted wives.
Previous analyses have suggested that husbands play a role of 
dominance and control, and that wives play a role of adaptation.
U7
Table 11. Interaction Category Frequencies of Adjusted
and Maladjusted Husbands on the Budget Problem
Interaction
Category
Adjusted
Husbands
Maladjusted
Husbands
Difference
2
X Confidence 
Level
Showing
Solidarity 10 20 /10 .10
Tension
Release 89 80 - 9 •*
Showing
Agreement 283 273 -10 *
Giving
Suggestions 600 622 /22 it
Giving
Opinions 518 Sko /22 it
Giving
Information 989 96 2 -23 it
Asking for 
Information 2U6 270 /2U #
Asking for 
Opinions 112 103 - 9 *
Asking for 
Suggestions h3 93 / 1 0 it
Showing
Disagreement 132 126 - 6 *
Showing
Tension hk 99 /19 -K-
Showing
Antagonism 76 76 - 0
Totals 3138 318U ~k6 it
* 0 . X2 is less than required at .10 level
Analyses of the data in Table 11, however, shows that both adjusted 
and maladjusted husbands show fairly large amounts of activity in 
those interaction categories indicating adaptation, -^t is note­
worthy that these frequencies are about the same for both cate­
gories of husbands.
Type U analysis was conducted to determine whether there were 
differences between the interaction profiles of adjusted and mal­
adjusted wives which varied from chance expectations. The data for 
this analysis are presented in Table 12. If the difference in 
displays of solidarity is accepted as significant; there are 
statistically significant differences in eight of the twelve 
interaction categories. Reference will be made to the mode of 
interpretation suggested by Bales in Chart I (Page 3I4.) in analyzing 
these differences. First, adjusted wives show significantly higher 
frequencies of showing solidarity and antogonism; the categories 
related to problems of reintegration. Adjusted wives apparently 
feel a greater freedom to express antagonism, but also feel a 
greater necessity to compensate by increasing their expressions of 
solidarity. Bales, in a preliminary study of six married couples,
found the same relative frequencies as are presented here for the
20
adjusted wives. Bales interpreted his findings as follows:
20 , .
Bales, op. cit., pp. 23-26.
1*9
Table 12. Interaction Category Frequencies for Adjusted
and Maladjusted Wives on the Budget Problem
Interaction
Category
Adjusted
Wives
Maladjusted
Wives
Difference
---g-----------
X Confidence
Level
Showing
Solidarity 30 18 -12 .10
Tension
Release 18U ll*3 -1*1 .02
Showing
Agreement 381 381* / 3 *
Giving
Suggestions 530 $$8 /28 •ft
Giving
Opinions 517 1*5$ -62 .05
Giving
Information 751 807 /56 .01
Asking for 
Information 268 21*6 -22 •ft
Asking f or 
Opinions 16$ 105 -60 .01
Asking for 
Suggestions l* o 31 - 9 ■ft
Showing
Disagreement 126 90 -36 .02
Showing
Tension 111 70 -1*1 .01
Showing
Antagonism 6 9 1*9 -20 .05
Totals 3172 2956 -216 .01
* 2 
X is less than required at .10 level
.....it may be that the basic bond of 
solidarity between the two persons in the marital 
relationship is generally enough to permit rather 
free and abrupt display of antagonism without 
endangering the relationship. There may be more
inhibition of agression in the more fragile re­
lationships than in those which are more durable.
If Bales is correct, the lower frequencies of the maladjusted 
wives in this study may be due to inhibition..of their agressions in
an attempt to preserve the marital relationship.
'Aie next pair of categories, tension release and showing tension,
are related to problems of tension reduction. In both of these 
categories, the adjusted wives also show significantly higher 
frequencies than the maladjusted wives. Ihe greater tension of the 
adjusted wives may also be related to an absence of inhibition. 
Comparison with adjustment scores also suggests that the tensions 
of the adjusted wives are related to their higher frequencies in 
those interaction categories showing adaptation.
The third pair of categories, giving and asking for opinions, 
are related to problems of evaluation. The differences between 
adjusted and maladjusted wives are larger in these categories than 
they are in any of the other categories; the adjusted wives showing 
the higher frequencies. Adjusted wives apparently feel a greater 
freedom to express their values, attitudes, wishes, feelings, and 
opinions and to request such expression from their husbands than do 
the maladjusted wives. Possibly, the lower frequencies of the
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maladjusted wives are designed to avoid or inhibit overt conflict.
The maladjusted wives give significantly greater amounts of 
orientation. According to a previous analysis, the giving of 
information was a characteristic of the husbands' role of dominance 
and control. It is possible that the maladjusted wives compensate 
for their lower frequencies of giving and asking for opinions by 
substituting information.
Whereas both categories of wives show about equal amount of 
agreement, the adjusted wives show significantly higher frequencies 
of showing disagreement. Considering all of the interaction cate­
gories related to negative emotional aspects of interaction, the 
maladjusted wives not only show significantly less tension and 
antagonism, they also show significantly less disagreement. Bales' 
interpretation, that inhibition of antagonism is more probable in 
the more fragile relationships, seems to apply here as well.
Finally, the data show that both categories of wives show 
about equal amounts of giving and asking for suggestions, of showing 
agreement, and of asking for information.
Comparison of Recreation and Budget Data ,
In designing this investigation into interaction patterns and 
their relation to marital adjustment, it was hypothesized that inter­
action patterns would vary according to the nature of the problem 
being solved. Accordingly, two problems were given to each couple,
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and -the interaction pattern on each was recorded. The budget 
problem was assumed to involve greater potential conflict than the 
recreation problem.
Reference to the Burgess-Locke Marriage Adjustment Form used 
in this study shows that the subjects were required to indicate the 
extent of agreement or disagreement with spouse in fourteen areas 
of family life (see copy of Marriage Adjustment Form in Appendix). 
Absence of disagreement was assumed to correlate with marital adjust­
ment. If the findings of the authors of the Marriage Adjustment 
Form are applicable to the present study, one should expect to 
find higher frequencies of disagreement among -the maladjusted 
couples. On the contrary, the amount of disagreement of the mal­
adjusted wives is significantly lower -than that of the adjusted wives. 
In the experimental situation, the maladjusted wives inhibit their 
disagreements. Previous analysis shows this to be consistent with 
the tendency of these maladjusted wives to inhibit the giving and 
asking for opinions, and the showing of antagonism. This re- 
occurring evidence suggests that the maladjusted wife conceals, 
consciously or unconsciously, some of her feelings, opinions, and 
antagonisms from her husband.
To gain further insight into the changes in interaction which 
have already been demonstrated when recreation and budget data were 
analyzed separately, recourse was had to two items in the Burgess- 
Locke Adjustment Scale. Mean scores for these items, spending the
family income and social and re creational activities, were computed 
for each of the adjustment categories. The findings are presented 
in Table 13 below*
Table 13. Mean Adjustment Category Scores for Recreation 
and Budget Items Selected from the Marriage 
Adjustment Form
Adjustment Category Recreation Budget
Adjusted Wives U.16 U.U3
Adjusted Husbands U.27 U.38
Maladjusted Wives 3.87 U.io
Maladjusted Husbands 3.53 3.93
The mean scores represent a position on a six point scale 
weighted from $ to 0. Response alternatives were! Always agree 
(5), Almost always agree (U), Occasionally disagree (3), Fre­
quently disagree (2), Almost always disagree (l), always disagree (0).
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According to Landis a longer period of time was required 
for couples to reach adjustment in the area of spending the family 
income than in the area of recreation. It was assumed that, for 
the present study, the budget would involve greater potential 
disagreement and conflict than the recreation problem. The data 
in the table abr > indicate, to the contrary, that the couples in 
the present sample disagree more frequently on recreational matters. 
This finding is consistent for each adjustment category. On the
Landis, og. cit.
other hand, previous analysis of interaction scores has shown that 
all of the adjustment categories demonstrated greater amounts of 
disagreement and antagonism on the budget problem than on the 
recreation problem. The adjusted couples also show greater disa­
greement and antagonism than the maladjusted couples in the budget 
problem. The higher frequencies of expressing diagreement and anta­
gonism among the adjusted couples, when solving marriage problems, 
results in a resolution of the conflicts and differences of opinion. 
If thLs hypothesis is valid, the assumption of this study, that the 
budget problem involved greater potential conflict, has not been 
invalidated by the estimates made by the various adjustment cate­
gories.
Type 5 analysis was run comparing frequencies for the adjust­
ment categories in each of the interaction categories on the 
recreation and budget data to determine if the nature of the inter­
action varied according to the kind of problem being solved. The 
data showing the changes that occurred as the couples moved from one 
problem to another are presented in Table lU and Table 1$. The 
differences shown are the differences between the total number of 
actions demonstrated by all thirty individuals in each adjustment 
category on the recreation and the budget problem. Chi-square 
analyses were run on each of the differences to determine whether 
they could have occurred by chance. The average of the frequencies 
in a .given interaction category for recreation and budget data were
taken as the expected values in the chi-square tables. Each inter­
action category will be treated individually in this analysis*
SOLIDARITf: Ihe increase in the amount of solidarity shown by 
the adjusted wives is the only increase that is significant. The 
maladjusted husbands show fairly large increases, but these are 
significant at only the .10 level. This increase becomes more 
significant when compared with the adjusted husbands who actually 
show a small decrease in this category. This is the area of postive 
emotional reintegration. If solidarity is defined as a bid for 
solidarity rather than as a direct expression of it, the maladjusted 
husband is more inclined to reintegrate and build solidarity than 
the adjusted husband. When the wife is less adjustive and adaptive 
to her husband the maladjusted husband apparently attempts to 
increase her cooperation with endearing terms and compliments. This 
does not seem to be necessary for the adjusted husband. Graph 6 
shows, however, that married couples devote a very small per­
centage of all their actions to building solidarity. In no case 
does the amount exceed one per cent of the total actions for any 
adjustment category.
TENSION RELEASE: All of the adjustment categories show a
statistically significant decrease in tension release (laughter) 
when recreation and budget data are compared. The largest decrease 
was noted for the maladjusted wives who decreased their laughter and
signs of satisfaction by 119 acts as compared to a decrease of itU 
and U3 acts for the adjusted husbands and wives respectively. It is 
also noteworthy that during the recreation problem, the maladjusted 
wives showed more acts of tension release than the adjusted wives, 
but during the budget problem they showed significantly less. Ihe 
same general trend is noted for the maladjusted husbands. Even 
though all the couples indicated in the adjustment forms that they 
more often agreed in matters of finances, the present findings show 
they are less satisfied with the interaction that takes place when a 
budget problem is presented to them.
SHOWING AGREEMENT: The amount of agreement shown increases for
all adjustment categories when recreation and budget data are compared. 
Hie maladjusted couples show a greater increase of agreement as they 
move to the budget problem than do the adjusted couples. A relation­
ship has been observed to exist between the increase in suggestions 
made by the husbands and the increase of agreements shown by the 
wives. Although the husbands give more suggestions than their wives, 
they also tend to disagree more often with the lower number of 
suggestions made by the wives. Here, again, is evidence of the more 
dominating role of the male.
GIVING SUGGESTIONS; All of the adjustment categories at least 
double the number of suggestions they give as they move to the 
budget problem. All of the differences are significant at the .01 
confidence level. The lowest increase is found for the maladjusted
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Table li*. Interaction Category Frequencies for Adjusted and
Maladjusted Husbands on the Recreation and Budget
Problems
Interaction
Category
Adjustment
Category
Absolute No. 
Recreation
of Actions 
Budget
Differ­
ences
T- Confi­
dence 
Level
Showing Adjusted 13 10 - 3 *
Solidarity Maladjusted 11 20 / 9 .10
Tension Adjusted 132 89 -1*3 .01
Release Maladjusted 136 80 -56 .01
Shewing Adjusted 227 283 /56 .02
Agreement Maladjusted 203 273 /70 .01
Giving Adjusted 300 6oo /300 .01
Suggestions Maladjusted 271* 622 /3U8 .01
Giving Adjusted 617 518 -99 .01
Opinions Maladjusted 608 5l*o -68 .05
Giving Adjusted 871 985 £H* .01
Information Maladjusted 853 962 /109 .01
Asking for Adjusted 225 2U6 7^ 21 *
Information Maladjusted 231 270 /39 .10
Asking for Adjusted 135 112 -23 ■K-
Opinions Maladjusted 95 103 / 8 *
Asking for Adjusted U 9 1*3 - 6 *
Suggestions Maladjus ted 39 53 /ll*
Showing Adjusted 81* 132 /1*8 .01
Disagreement Maladjusted 68 126 /58 .01
Showing Adjusted 1*3 1*1* / 1 *
Tension Maladjusted 57 59 / 2
Showing Adjusted 1*5 76 /31 .01
Antagonism Maladjusted 71 76 i  5 •M-
* 2
X is less than required at .10 level
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Table 15* Interaction Category Frequencies for Adjusted
and Maladjusted Wives on the Recreation and
Budget Problems
Interaction
Category
Adjustment
Category
Absolute No* 
Recreation
of Actions 
Budget
Differ­
ences
X2 Confi­
dence 
T,evp.l
Showing Adjusted 16 30 /ll* .05
Solidarity Maladjusted 13 18 / 5 *
Tension Adjusted 228 181* -1*1* .05
Release Maladjusted 262 1U3 -119 .01
Showing Adjusted 27k 381 7*107 .01
Agreement Maladjusted 2k9 381* A35 .01
Giving Adjus ted 2 59 530 /271 .01
Suggestions Maladjusted 2k9 558 7*21*9 .01
Giving Adjusted 61*1 517 -121* .01
Opinions Maladjusted 596 U55 -li*l .01
Giving Adjusted 76k 751 -13 *
Information Maladjusted 7 95 807 /12 #
Asking for Adjusted 219 268 7*1*9 .05
Information Maladjusted 216 21*6 /30 *
Asking for Adjusted 190 165 -25 *
Opinions Maladjusted 15U 105 -1*9 .01
Asking for Adjusted 1*3 i*o - 3 *
Suggestions Maladjusted •51 31 -20 .05
Showing Adjusted 61 126 /65 .01
Disagreement Malad justed 1*8 90 7*1*2 .01
Showing Adjusted 76 111 7*35 .01
Tension Maladjusted 6k 70 / 6 *
Showing Adjusted 25 69 Ak .01
Antagonism Maladjusted 1*8 1*9 7* 1
# 2X is less than required at *10 level
•wives, -whereas the highest increase is found for the maladjusted 
htisbands. There appears to be a more equalitarian atmosphere among 
the adjusted spouses in the giving of suggestions.
GIVING OPINIONS: The frequencies of all the adjustment cate­
gories show a significant decrease in opinion-giving during the 
budget problem. The greatest decrease is found for the maladjusted 
wives. The actions in this category are related to problems of 
evaluation. For some reason, all couples show comparatively less 
evaluation during the budget problem, ^t may be hypothesized that 
opinion giving flourishes in a free and permissive atmosphere, and 
that, when the solidarity of the social system is threatened by 
increasing conflict and tension, the amount of expression of opinion 
will decrease. The lower frequencies of -the maladjusted wives may 
be due to a greater potential conflict inherent in their marriages. 
Apparently they do not feel that their husbands will accept or 
■. tolerate their opinions.
These findings may explain why some marriage counselors find it 
difficult to get the unhappy wife to express opinions when her 
husband is present in the counseling room. These findings may also 
throw some light on the controversy sometimes encountered as to 
whether it is more expedient to counsel maladjusted couples to­
gether or separately.
GIVING INFORMATION: Comparison of recreation and budget data
show a large and significant increase in information giving among
husbands, both adjusted and maladjusted. On the other hand, the 
changes of the adjusted and maladjusted wives are both very small 
and statistically insignificant. The general picture of the hus­
bands’ interaction on the budget differs from their interaction on 
the recreation problem in that they all tend to decrease in the 
categories showing evaluation (giving and asking for opinions) and 
increase in the categories of orientation (giving and asking for
information), without going through the evaluation process. Bales 
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believes that in solving a problem, a small group goes through 
certain definite stages of activity in sequence. He believes that, 
first, the problems of orientation are considered. During this 
period the frequency of giving and asking for information is high. 
Next, the group moves to problems of evaluation, where it evaluates 
the information that has been given. Finally, a stage of decision­
making is entered wherein the members make suggestions and then 
agree or disagree with one another. The subjects in the present 
study do not follow this sequential pattern, especially during 
the budget problem. Instead, they tend to jump from information 
to decision making, and avoid evaluations.
ASKING FOR INFORMATION: When the data for the two problems
were compared, increases in frequencies of asking for information 
were observed for all the adjustment categories as they moved
22
Bales, op. cit.
from the Recreation to the Budget Problem. The difference was 
greater than chance expectations in the case of the adjusted wives 
only. It should be noted the change for all adjustment categories 
are in the same direction even though they are not all statistically 
significant. Ihe husbands ask for more information on both problems. 
The frequencies in this category seem to be related to those in the 
category showing the giving of suggestions. As asking for information 
increases, the giving of suggestions also increases. The greater 
frequencies of asking for information among the husbands is related 
to their higher frequencies of giving suggestions. Since husbands 
both give and ask for more information than their wives, they 
appear to be more oriented to facts and information in the decision­
making process.
ASKING FOR OPINIONS: With the exception of maladjusted husbands,
who seem to be showing some measure of adaptive behavior, the fre­
quencies of asking for opinions decrease during the budget problem. 
Maladjusted wives show the greatest decrease whereas the mal­
adjusted husbands show a small increase. Only the decrease of the 
maladjusted wives is statistically significant. This constitutes 
further evidence that maladjusted wives tend to inhibit conflict by 
avoiding their husbands positions on family matters. It was also 
noted above that the maladjusted wives also showed the largest 
decrease in giving opinions. This strong tendency to inhibit
62
behavior in the area of evaluation appears to correlate with mal­
adjustment for these wives. The maladjusted husbands on the other 
hand decrease their giving of opinion less than do those in other 
adjustment categories, and at the same time actually show somewhat 
of an increase in asking for opinions. 'Whereas maladjusted wives 
attempt to avoid these conflicting evaluations, the maladjusted 
husbands appear to press hard for their resolution.
SHOWING DISAGREEMENT: The amount of disagreement increases
for each adjustment category when recreation and budget data are 
compared. The differences are all significant at the .01 level.
The frequency increases are greater for the adjusted spouses.
Adjusted couples, either because they do not fear overt conflict, 
or because their previous experience with each other assure them that 
disagreements can be resolved, express a greater freedom to de­
monstrate their disagreements to one another. When maladjusted 
couples interact to solve marriage problems, they are inclined to 
inhibit their disagreement in order to avoid potential conflict.
SHOWING TENSION: The adjusted wives show more tension increase
than any other adjustment category. The increase is significant 
at the .01 level. None of the other adjustment categories show 
either large or significant changes in their displays of tension. 
Previous analyses of data in this category suggested that showing
tension was most characteristic of the adaptive wives* It is lower 
among the maladjusted wives in each problem, and it"increases only 
slightly as they move to the budget problem. On the other hand, 
frequencies of tension display are lowest for both categories of 
husbands, who show no increase on the budget problem. Playing a 
more dominant role, they apparently have little need to display 
tension.
SHOWING ANTAGONISM* The adjusted spouses exhibit significant 
increases in antagonism on the budget problem whereas the mal­
adjusted spouses show no appreciable increase at all. During their 
interaction on the recreation problem, the maladjusted wiv. . 
showed twice as much antagonism as the adjusted wives: during
the budget problem the adjusted wives increased their displays of 
antagonism so much that they showed almost three times as much
antagonism as the maladjusted wives. The same observation was made
\
for the adjusted and maladjusted husbands. In their case, the
difference was not so great and was significant at only the .08
level of confidence. The almost complete absence of change among
the maladjusted spouses may be accounted for by inhibition. It
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may be remembered that Bales hypothesized that:
There may be more inhibition of agression 
in the more fragile relationships than in those 
which are more durable.
Inasmuch as the potential conflict in the budget problem was 
assumed to be greater than in the recreation problem, and inasmuch 
as maladjusted spouses do not increase antagonism accordingly, these 
findings seem to validate Bales' hypothesis.
CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The data gathered for the married couples in the interaction 
room were classified into four adjustment categories; adjusted 
wives, maladjusted wives, adjusted husbands, and maladjusted hus­
bands. The frequencies of the adjusted wives were' divided by the 
frequencies of the adjusted husbands in each interaction category 
and the frequencies of maladjusted wives were divided by the fre­
quencies of the maladjusted husbands in each interaction category. 
The obtained figures were called F/M. ratios. The F/M ratios were 
computed for adjusted and maladjusted couples on both the recreation 
arid budget problems. The ratios for each interaction category 
were then plotted on a graph and the resulting curve was called an 
interaction profile, (see Graphs Ij. and 5)« It was observed that in 
some interaction categories the frequencies of the wives exceeded 
those of the husbands, and in other categories the frequencies of 
the husbands exceeded those of the wives. Since the behavior of 
the wives was different from the behavior of the husbands, an 
analysis of role playing was conducted. Die content of the roles 
was determined by the nature of the interaction profile. The terms 
interaction profile and role, therefore, will be used inter­
changeably throughout this discussion.
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The summed frequencies in each interaction category for all the 
wives in a given adjustment category were compared with the summed 
frequencies for all the husbands in the same adjustment category to 
determine whether the roles played by husbands and wives differed 
from chance expectations. Chi-square was used to test the signifi­
cance of the differences. In the same manner, the role played by 
the adjusted wives was compared with the role played by the mal­
adjusted wivesj and the role played by the adjusted husbands was 
compared with the role played by the maladjusted husbands. This 
type of analysis was conducted for both recreation and budget data.
The analysis of the data gathered for the couples in this study 
substantiates the hypothesis that there are statistically signifi­
cant differences between the interactional patterns of adjusted and 
maladjusted couples. The major differences between the interaction 
patterns of adjusted and maladjusted couples involved giving and 
asking for opinions, and showing antagonism. The adjusted couples 
were much more oriented toward exchanging and resolving differences 
of opinion than were the maladjusted couples, ihe greater fre­
quencies of the adjusted couples in the categories of asking for 
and giving opinions was hypothesized to be related to their greater 
ability to accept and adjust to one another. The adjusted couples 
also exhibited a greater freedom to esqpress negative emotions as 
indicated by their higher frequencies in those interaction categories 
showing disagreement, tension, and antagonism.
It was also hypothesized that the maladjusted wives inhibit 
their asking for opinions inasmuch as this might lead to conflict 
by placing upon each other expectations which the other cannot 
accept, or to which the other is unwilling or unable to adjust.
The most significant findings in the recreational problem were 
related to the differences between husbands and wives. The fre­
quencies of distributions of acts of wives throughout the twelve 
interaction categories were analyzed in terms of role playing content. 
It was observed that the wives exceeded their husbands in those 
categories showing actions which constitute a configuration of 
adaptation. Ihe types of actions which made up the configuration 
were: tension release (laughter), agreement, asking for opinions,
and showing tension, when the frequencies for the wives were 
compared with the frequencies for the husbands in these categories, 
and the observed differences were tested with chi-square, all of the 
higher frequencies of the wives were significant at statistically 
acceptable levels.
A similar role analysis was made of the frequencies shown by 
the husbands. In this case a configuration of actions characterized 
by dominance and control was observed. The actions which made up the 
configuration were: giving suggestions, giving information, dis­
agreeing, and showing antagonism. When the differences between the 
frequencies of wives and husbands were compared in these interaction 
categories, the husbands showed significantly higher frequencies 
when chi-square analysis was employed.
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Hie analysis of the data gathered for interaction on the budget 
problem showed that adjusted and maladjusted husband-wife fre­
quencies were significantly different in five of the twelve inter­
action categories. Hie categories showing significant differences 
were those expressing solidarity, giving opinions, giving information, 
asking for opinions, and showing tension. Adjusted couples show 
more acts of tension release (laughter and satisfaction), asking 
for opinions, and disagreements, and displays of antagonism.
Frequencies for adjusted and maladjusted husbands were compared 
on each interaction category and the observed differences were 
tested with chi-square to determine whether they were playing similar 
roles. This type of analysis showed that the composite interaction 
profiles of the adjusted and maladjusted husbands were highly 
similar. There was a slight tendency for the maladjusted husbands - 
to display somewhat more solidarity.
When the composite profiles of the adjusted and maladjusted 
wives were compared, and the differences tested, it was found that 
significant differences were evident in seven of the twelve inter­
action categories. In those categories showing solidarity, asking 
for opinion, and showing tension, the adjusted wives showed signi­
ficantly higher frequencies. These three categories are three of 
the four that constitute a configuration of adaptation. Inasmuch 
as the maladjusted wives were lower than the adjusted wives in
these categories, there is some Justification for concluding that, 
on the budget problem, the maladjusted wives inhibited their adjust­
ments to their husbands.
ihere was a tendency for the maladjusted wives to increase the 
frequencies of their actions in those categories showing dominance 
and control. The maladjusted wives showed significantly more giving 
of information and suggestions. It appears that when the mal­
adjusted wife cannot adjust to the values, attitudes, and opinions 
of her husband, she tends to play a more male dominant role to 
get her husband to adjust to her. Ihis seems to be associated with 
considerable unhappiness on the part of their husbands as indicated 
by their lower marriage adjustment scores.
A comparison of changes in interaction categories as the 
couples moved from the recreation to the budget problem was made. 
Adjusted husbands increase their frequencies significantly in 
those categories Slowing agreement, suggestions, giving information, 
disagreeing, and showing antagonism. With the exception of agree­
ments, the male appears to increase his dominance and control as 
the problem becomes more difficult. Maladjusted husbands show 
significant increases in the categories showing solidarity 
(.10 confidence level), agreement, suggestions, information, and 
disagreement. Their changes differ from those of the adjusted 
husbands in that they increase acts of solidarity while holding 
antagonism constant. The adjusted husbands decrease acts of
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solidarity while increasing antagonism. It may be concluded that, 
with respect to changes in their interactions, the maladjusted 
husbands show a somewhat greater tendency to integrate and stabilize 
their relationships with their wives than do the adjusted husbands.
As adjusted wives move into the budget problem, they increase 
their actions in the categories of showing solidarity, tension 
release, agreement, giving suggestions, asking for information, 
disagreeing, showing tension, and showing antagonism, the configura­
tion of adjustive behavior shows significant increases. However, 
the adjusted wives also participate more actively in the decision 
making process. Their frequencies of giving suggestions, disagreeing, 
and showing antagonism are comparatively large. Accordingly, the 
term submission is not a satisfactory descriptive term for the mal­
adjusted wives behavior. Probably the term adaptive, with freedom 
of self expression, is a more adequate explanation of their behavior.
Maladjusted wives show significant increases in the cate­
gories of showing agreement, giving suggestions, asking for informa­
tion, and disagreeing. With the exception of the category of showing 
agreement, in which frequencies increased significantly for all 
adjustment categories, the maladjusted wives do not increase their 
frequencies in the categories composing the adjustive configuration. 
It was also noted that they do not show significant changes in 
either direction in the positive or negative emotional categories.
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In conclusion, the following findings were found consistently 
in all types of analyses. The husbands play a role of dominance 
and control although they do show comparatively high amounts of 
adjustive behavior. The roles of adjusted and maladjusted husbands 
are very much alike in almost all respects. Adjusted wives play 
more adaptive roles than maladjusted wives and tend to score higher 
in the positive emotional and the negative emotional areas of inter­
action. The maladjusted wives play significantly different roles 
on the budget problem. They tend to score higher in some of the 
dominance-control categories. They score low in both the positive 
and negative emotional categories and in the categories con­
stituting the adaptive configuration.
The findings of the present study show that, for the present 
sample, differentiation of roles is still very much with us. The 
interactional configurations of husband and wife roles show that 
the male is still in a position of dominance. >^ome students in 
the field disagree with this position. They have emphasized the 
equalitarian and democratic roles of modern couples, Christensen,
2k
for example says that:
Recent developments have been away from 
stratification within marriage, and in the 
direction of partnerships. The older patriarchal 
family is yielding to an emerging democratic or 
equalitarian type. The newer assumption is that 
of a love relationship based upon a horizontal 
division of labor; it is the application of 
democracy to marriage.
Harold Christensen, Marriage Analysis, New York, The Ronald 
Press Company, 195>0, p. 111.
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On the other hand there are those students of marriage who 
avoid discussions of democracy and equality in modem marriage,
An example of this position is best illustrated by quoting from 
Bowman who summarized his discussion of sex equality by stating 
that:^
If this discussion of sex differences has 
seemed to the reader an ultraconservative defense 
of the status quo, it is unfortunate. The writer 
is aware of the sparsity of established fact in 
the study of these differences, and also of the 
weakness of his argument. The fact remains, 
however, that we live in a world of reality, a 
world of the present and the immediate future, on 
which there rests the heavy hand of the past, a world 
in which tradition still holds sway and the mores 
exert a stronger influence than does the theorist
In the present study we have been concerned only with the 
"process" of role playing rather than the content of the roles.
It may be that the husbands in this study cooperate quite freely 
in domestic duties at home. Many of the wives were employed 
outside the home. But this is content and it was not investigated 
in this study.
This summary of the findings, especially with reference to the 
inhibition of adjustment for the maladjusted wife, suggests some 
implications for marriage prediction. Burgess and Tocke have found 
that the social background scores for men are more predictive of
Henry A. Bowman, Marriage for Moderns, McGraw-Hill Co.,
191*8, p. 21.
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their future marriage adjustment than are the scores of women.
Even though the adjustment scores of the maladjusted husbands are 
lower than those of their wives, the difference may be due to the 
inhibition of adaptation by the wives. Possibly, men with low 
background scores select, as mates, women of low adaptability.
There are two alternative explanations of the lower adjustment 
scores of the maladjusted wives. On the one hand the lower 
adaptation frequencies of the maladjusted wives may be due to 
personal factors. This means that maladjusted wives are intrin­
sically less adaptive than adjusted wives. On the other hand the 
lower adaptation scores may be due to situational factors. In this 
case maladjusted wives are as adaptive in an absolute sense as 
adjusted wives, but find that they are unable to adjust to their 
particular husbands. If the first alternative is correct, we should 
not expect to find any increase in marital happiness for those
divorced wives who remarry. When success among remarriages is 
26
analyzed however, we find that about two-thirds of divorced 
wives find happiness in their second marriages. The second al­
ternative seems to be a more adequate account of the lower adapta­
tion frequencies among maladjusted wives.
26
Paul Popenoe, "Divorce and Remarriage from a Eugenic Point 
of View," Social Forces, 12s 14.8-51, October, 1933*
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Throughout the analyses of recreation and budget findings, as 
well as in the summary, hypotheses have been investigated to explain 
observed differences. These hypotheses were offered in a predictive 
form and in no way should be considered as definitive answers to 
the questions which have been raised by the analysis of the data. 
Each hypothesis was derived by inferring from the data that a 
given relationship might exist. In a few cases attempts were made 
to validate hypothesis by drawing upon relevant findings in the 
fields of Psychology and The Sociology of Marriage and the Family. 
Each hypothesis presented and discussed needs to be tested by 
further research on other populations before either the present 
findings or the suggested hypotheses are accepted as valid.
Evaluation of Bales * Method
One of the primary objectives of the present study was to 
subject Bales’ method to an empirical test in order to determine 
whether the methoci would measure up to the claims made for it by 
its author. Its reliability, its ability to detect small dif­
ferences, its ability to differentiate between significantly 
different populations, its method of interpreting findings, and its 
ability to uncover knowledge that will increase insights into human 
behavior are criteria which need examination.
On the favorable side, the present investigation has yielded 
findings which substantiate some of Bales1 claims. A test of 
reliability has shown that the method rates comparatively high.
The present study shows a co-observer reliability in excess of 
.90. The method was sensitive enough to differentiate sharply 
between the interactional roles of husbands and wives. In the 
present study, the differences, in many instances, were much greater 
than chance expectations. Furthermore, the method was able to 
distinguish between categories of adjusted and maladjusted wives 
and show differences at statistically acceptable levels. 'Aie 
method showed significant changes in behavior as the couples moved 
from the recreation to the budget problem. These changes corres­
ponded to the differences Landis found in his study of the amount 
of time required to reach adjustment in certain areas of family 
life.
On the unfavorable side, the present study yielded some findings 
which do not substantiate Bales claims. First, Bales believes that 
problem solving behavior goes through three distinct sequential 
stages: orientation, evaluation, and decision-making. In marital
relationships, many of the problems that must be solved are not 
oriented to a single goal. The construction of a budget necessi­
tates many progressive decisions in every area where money may be 
spent. Constructing a recreational schedule necessitates a specific
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decision for every day in the week: in some cases several decisions
must be made for activities in a given day. At this point, Bales' 
analysis may apply to chess problems, but not to marital relations.
Second, in this study the method has not brought to light much 
significant information that has not already been presented by 
other researchers in the field. Role differentiation has been 
explored and discussed extensively, although not in such detail 
as was done here. Terman and Burgess have demonstrated that wives 
seem to make most of the adjustments in marriage. It should be 
noted however that the great similarity in the interactional roles 
of adjusted and maladjusted husbands has not been reported upon here­
tofore.
A different set of interaction categories might have shown 
more scientifically significant findings, but Bales has shown that 
many other types of interaction categories do not yield high enough 
coefficients of reliability to make them feasible in scientific 
work. Bales originally had 87 interaction categories and rejected 
all those whose reliability coefficients were too low. His present 
set is a compromise between reliability and a comprehensive system 
of interaction analysis.
APPENDICES
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APPENDIX A: Reliability of the Marriage Adjustment
Form
The reliability of the Marriage Adjustment Form was assessed 
by correlating scores for four of the items in the form with the 
scores for the:.remaining items. The four items selected were those 
which required the respondents to make subjective evaluations of the 
happiness their mate’s and their own satisfactions with their 
marriages. These items, considering the revised weights proposed 
by Burgess & Wallin,^ were the most heavily weighted items in the 
scale. The items were:
1. Everything considered, how happy has your 
marriage been for you?
2. Everything considered, how happy has your 
marriage been for your spouse?
3* Indicate to what extent you are in love with 
your spouse by placing a check on the boxed line 
below which ranges from "extraordinarily in 
love" to "somewhat in love." Indicate by a 
cross the extent to which you think your spouse 
is in love with you.
JT. How satisfied, on the whole, are you with your 
marriage?
Each of the items carried a maximum weight of nine points.
Item 3 above carried a weight of eighteen points since two 
estimates were made, one for self, and one for spouse. A maximum 
of ii5> points could be obtained for these items.
^  Burgess and Wallin, og. cit.
A Pearsonian correlation was run on these items against the 
scores on all the remaining items in the scale. The reliability 
coefficient obtained for these measures was 0.60. Ihis does not 
come up to the usual statistical standards for reliability coeffi­
cients. On the other hand it is not a split-half correlation 
comparing odd with even numbered items* It is essentially a 
correlation of self appraisal with other items presumed to correlate 
with marital adjustment. On the one hand the low relationship may 
be due to the possibility that the remaining items do not corre­
late highly with adjustment for this population. On the other hand 
greater deception may have occurred in the self appraisal items 
presented above, especially if the respondent feared that his 
spouse might read the completed scale before it was turned in*
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APPENDIX Bs Reliability of Bales1 Method
Seventeen co-observations of couples solving the recreation 
problem were made in order to gather data for the test of reliability. 
Each of the measures of the observer was correlated with each of the 
measures of the co-observer. Although there were only twelve cate­
gories of actions, each category was divided into male and female.
Each observer had twenty-four measures for each couple: the corre­
lations were in terras of this number of sets of data.
Pearsonian correlations were run for each of the 17 pairs of 
observations. These correlations, with one exception, ranged from 
0.82 to 0.97» Ihe exceptional case showed an r of 0.6£. The 
correlations are shown in Table 16.
When the frequency distributions for the 17 couples were com­
pared, it was observed that some category frequencies were low for 
all couples while other category frequencies were high for all couples. 
This characteristic suggested that the observed correlations might 
be spurious inasmuch as somewhat similar interaction profiles were 
noted for all couples. A technique was employed to determine whether ' 
it' was a measure of commonality of interaction. The seventeen 
couples were assigned identification numbers. A table of random 
numbers was then employed to assign to each couple another number from 
one to seventeen. ‘The frequencies of a given couple were then
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correlated with the frequencies of that couple whose assigned number 
was the same as the given couple’s random number. Random corre­
lations were then run to determine commonality of interaction. Using 
this procedure, correlations ranging from 0.5>2 to 0.9U were obtained. 
These correlations are also shown in Table 16.
The question then arose as to whether the two sets of corre­
lations shdwed any significant differences. To answer this question, 
each correlation was converted into a Z score. Z scores may be 
manipulated statistically with less probability of distortion than 
correlations. The Z scores were added, and mean Z scores were cal­
culated. The mean Z scores were than converted back into their 
corresponding correlation coefficients. 'The mean coefficient for 
the reliability measures was 0.92, that for the random pairs was 
0.83. A comparison shows that the reliability coefficients are 
higher than the coefficients for random pairs. To determine the 
statistical significance of the difference, recourse was had to the 
Z scores. Standard deviations and errors of the mean Z scores were 
calculated, and a critical ratio was computed. The result showed 
that the difference between the reliability coefficients and the 
random coefficients was significant at the .01 confidence level.
The critical ratio was 3.79.
A second technique was employed to facilitate interpretation 
of the above findings. The total number of actions scored by one 
observer for each couple, were correlated for the total of the other 
observer. This type of analysis yielded a reliability coefficient of
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Table 16. Reliability Coefficients for Couples and 
Correlation Coefficients for Random Pairs
Couples 1 Random Pairs;
Reliability Coefficients Coefficients 2r
r (s Z scores r's Z scores
.921+ 1.6157 .91+0 1.7381
.901 1.1+775 .807 1.1181+
• 9h3 1.761+5 .889 1.1*171
.90k 1.1+93? .519 0.5750
.917 1.5698 .770 1.0203
.952 1.8527 .895 1.1+1+65
.653 0.7805 .825 1.1723
.965 2.011+0 .785 1.0583
.821 1.1599 .906 1.501*7
.91+0 1.7381 .817 1.1U77
.956 1.8972 • 53U 0.5957
.876 1.3583 .902 1.1+775
.903 1,1+882 .827 1.1786
.915 . 1.5571+ .760 0.9962
. 881+ 1.3938 .818 1.1507
.961+ 1.9996 0827 1.1786
.908 1.5160 .878 1.3670
Reliability: Random:
Mean Z score - 1.5692 Mean Z score - 1.181*8
Mean r - 0.92 Mean r - 0.83
Critical Ratio - 3.79
Values of Z corresponding to values of 1+ were taken from, 
Statistics for Sociologists, Hagood and -^ rice, Revised Edition, 
Henry Holt STCo., 1952. pp. 565-566.
0.97* "When random correlations were run the obtained coefficient 
was 0,07*
Ihe interpretation placed upon these findings is that since 
the same population was used to compute each of the correlation 
measures, and since the differences were significant; the reliability 
coefficients and the random coefficients are separate and distinct 
measures of the same population. The probability remains, however, 
that the comparatively high coefficient of reliability may be due, 
in part, to the commonality of interaction patterns among all the 
married couples.
APPENDIX C. Burgess-LockeMarriage Adjustment Form
Appendix C is too bulky to be inserted 
here. Therefore, it -will be found 
at the very end of this study.
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Burgess-Locke Marriage) Adjustment Form
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THE AMERICAN ENVELOPE CO. 
W EST’CARROLLTON, OHIO
I-LAKRIAGE ADJUSTMBET POEM
• *
T h i s  f o r m  m a y  b e  f i l l e d  o u t  b y  e i t h e r  t h e  h u s b a n d  o r  t h e  w i f e .  P r a n k  a n d
s i n c e r e  r e p l i e s  a r e  o f  t h e  h i g h e s t  i m p o r t a n c e  i f  t h e  f i n d i n g s  a r e  t o  b e  o f  v a l u e
t o  t h e  p e r s o n  f i l l i n g  i t  o u t  o r  f o r  r e s e a r c h  p u r p o s e s .
T h e  f o l l o w i n g  p o i n t s  a r e  t o  b e  k e p t  i n  m i n d  i n  f i l l i n g  o u t  t h e  s c h e d u l e :
1 . B e  s u r e  t o  a n s w e r  a l l  q u e s t i o n s .
2 . D o  n o t  l e a v e  a n y  b l a n k s  a s  i s  s o m e t i m e s  d o n e  t o  s i g n i f y  a  " n o "  r e p l y .
3 .  T h e  w o r d  s p o u s e  i s  u s e d  t o  r e f e r  t o  y o u r  h u s b a n d  o r  w i f e .
4 . D o  n o t  c o n f e r  w i t h  y o u r  s p o u s e  i n  a n s w e r i n g  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  o r  s h o w  
y o u r  a n s w e r s  t o  y o u r  s p o u s e .
Y O U R  P R D S E F T  M A R I T A L  S T A T U S
l a A r e  y o u  n o w  ( c h e c k ) :  m a r r i e d  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ; d i v o r c e d  ; s e p a r a t e d _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ;
w i d o w e d _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
2 . I f  d i v o r c e d  o r  s e p a r a t e d ,  h o w  l o n g  h a v e  y o u  b e e n  s e p a r a t e d ?  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ j n o n t l i s .
I T .3 . I f  y o u  a r e  d i v o r c e d  o r  s e p a r a t e d ,  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  a s  o f  t h e  t i m e  
o f  y o u r  s e p a r a t i o n .
P A R T  0H 3
1 . P r e s e n t  o c c u p a t i o n  o f  h u s b a n d  ( b e  s p e c i f i c  a s  p o s s i b l e ) _
I f  u n e m p l o y e d ,  c h e c k  h e r e _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . H o w  s a t i s f i e d  a r e  y o u ,  o n  t h e  w h o l e ,  w i t h
p r e s e n t  o c c u p a t i o n  o f  h u s b a n d ?  I f  u n e m p l o y e d ,  a n s w e r  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  a b o u t  h i s
u s u a . l  o c c u p a t i o n  ( c h e c k )  : j )  e x t r e m e l y  s a t i s f i e d _ _ _ _ _ _ ; k )  v e r y  s a t i s f i e d _ _ _ _ _
m )  s a t i s f i e d _ _ _ _ _ _ ; n )  s o m e w h a t  s a t i s f i e d _ _ _ _ _ _ ; o )  s o m e w h a t  d i s s a t i s f i e d _ _ _ _ _ _
p )  d i s s a t i s f i e d  ; q )  v e r y  d i s s a t i s f i e d _ _ _ _ _ _ ; r )  e x t r e m e l y  d i s s a t i s f i e d _ _ _ _ _
2 . T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  w e r e  y o u  i n  l o v e  w i t h  y o u r  s p o u s e  b e f o r e  m a r r i a g e ?  ( c h e c k ) :
u )  " h e a d  o v e r  h e e l s "  ; v )  v e r y  m u c h  s o  ; x )  s o m e w h a t _ _ _ _ _ _ ; y ) a  l i t t l e  ;
s )  n o t  a t  a l l _ _ _ _ _ _ .
3 .  T o  w h a . t  e x t e n t  w a s  y o u r  s p o u s e  i n  l o v e  w i t h  y o u  b e f o r e  y o u r  m a r r i a g e ?  ( c h e c k )  :
u )  " h e a d  o v e r  h e e l s "  _ _ _ _ _ _ ; v )  v e r y  m u c h  s o _ _ _ _ _ _ ; x )  s o m e w h a t  ; Y )  a  l i t t l e
 ; z )  n o t  a t  a l l  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
H o i :  m u c h  c o n f l i c t  ( a r g u m e n t s ,  e t c . )  w a s  t h e r e  b e t w e e n  y o u  b e f o r e  y o u r  m a r r i a g e ?
( c h e c k ) :  u )  n o n e  a t  a l l  ; v )  a  l i t t l e  _ _ _ _ _ _ ; x )  s o m e  ; y )  c o n s i d e r a b l e
 ; z )  v e r y  m u c h _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
5 . T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  d o  y o u  t h i n k  y o u  k n e w  y o u r  s p o u s e 1 s  f a u l t s  a n d  w e a k  p o i n t s
b e f o r e  y o u r  m a r r i a g e ?  ( c h e c k ) :  u )  n o t  a t  a l l  _ _ _ _ _ ; v )  a  l i t t l e _ _ _ _ _ _ ; x )  s o m e -
w h a t  _ _ _ _ : y )  c o n s i d e r a b l y  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ; z )  v e r y  m u c h  s o _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
6 .  T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  d o  y o u  t h i n k  y o u r  s p o u s e  k n e w  y o u r  f a u l t s  a n d  w e a k  p o i n t s  b e ­
f o r e  y o u r  m a r r i a g e ?  ( c h e c k ) ;  u ) n o t  a t  a l l  ; v ) a  l i t t l e _ _ _ _ _ ; x )  s o m e w h a t  :
y )  c o n s i d e r a b l y _ _ _ _ _ _ ; z ) v e r y  m u c h  s o _ _ _ _ _ _ .
TTh a t  i s  y o u r  a t t i t u d e  t o  y o u r  f a t h e r — i n — l a v ; ?  ( c h e c k ) :  k ) l i k e  h i m  v e r y  m u e h _
l ) c o n s i d e r a b l y  ; m )  s o m e w h a t _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ; n )  a  l i t t l e  ; o ) d i s l i k e  h i m  a  l i t t l e
 p )  d i s l i k e  h i m  s o m e w h a t  ; q ) c o n s i d e r a b l y _ _ _ _ _ _ ; r )  v e r y  m u c h _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ;
d e a d
8 .  U h a t  i s  y o u r  a t t i t u d e  t o  y o u r  m o t h e r — i n — l a v ; ?  ( c h e c k ) :  k ) l i k e  h e r  v a r y  m u c h _
1 )  c o n s i d e r a b l y  : m ) s o m e w h a t  ; n ) a  l i t t l e  ; o ) d i s l i k e  h e r  a  l i t t l e
 ; p ) d i s l i k e  h e r  s o m e w h a t  ; q ) c o n s i d e r a b l y  ; r ) v e r y  m u c h  ; d e a d _ _ _
9 .  T'rh a t  i s  y o u r  a t t i t u d e  t o  h a v i n g  c h i l d r e n :  ( c h e c k ) :  v ) d e s i r e  c h i l d r e n  v e r y  m u c h
 ; u ) a  g o o d  d e a l  j w )  s o m e w h a t  ; x ) a  l i t t l e ^  ; z ) n o t  a t  a l l  .
10 . I f  c h i l d r e n  h s , v e  b e e n  b o r n  t o  y o u  w h a t  e f f e c t  h a . v e  t h e y  h a d  o n  y o u r  h a p p i n e s s ?
( c h e c k ) :  i )  a d d e d  t o  i t  v e r y  m u c h  ; k )  c o n s i d e r a b l y  ; m )  s o m e w h a t  ;
n ) a  l i t t l e  ; o ) h a v e  h a d  n o  e f f e c t  ; p ) h a v e  d e c r e a s e d  i t  a  l i t t l e  ;
q )  s o m e w h a t  ; r )  c o n s i d e r  a b l y _ _ _ _ ; s ) v e r y  m u c h  ,
- 2-
«
H i  I n  l e i s u r e  t i m e  a c t i v i t i e s  ( c h e c k ) :  u )  i r e  b o t h ,  p r e f e r  t o  s t a y  a t  h o m e  ;
x ) w e  b o t h  p r e f e r  t o  b e  " o n  t h e  g o "  ; y )  I  p r e f e r  t o  b e  o n  t h e  g o  a n d  m y
s p o u s e  t o  s t a y  a t  h o m e  . : z )  I  p r e f e r  t o  s t a y  a t  h o m e  a n d  m y  s p o u s e  t o  b e
o n  t h e  g o  .
12.  D o  y o u  a n d  y o u r  s p o u s e  e n g a g e  i n  o u t s i d e  i n t e r e s t s  t o g e t h e r ?  ( c h e c k ) : u ) a l l
o f  t h e m  ; w ) m o s t  o f  t h e m _ _ _ ; x ) s o m s  o f  t h e m _ } y ) f e v r  o f  t h e m _ _ _ _ _ _ j
z ) n o n e  o f  t h e m  .
13 . D o  y o u  k i s s  y o u r  s p o u s e  ( c h e c k ) :  u )  e v e r y  d a y  ; v ) e . l m o s t  e v e r y  d a y
w ) q u i t e  f r e q u e n t l y  ; x )  o c c a s s l o n a l l y  ; y ) r a r e l y  ; z ) a l m o s t  n e v e r  .
I 4!-. D o  y o u  c o n f i d e  i n  y o u r  s p o u s e  ( c h o c k ) :  u ) a b o u t  e v e r y t h i n g  ; v ) a b o u t  m o s t
t h i n g s _ _ _ _ ; x ) a b o u t  s o m e  t h i n g s _ _ _ _ _ _ ; y ) a b o u t  a  f e w  t h i n g s _ _ _ _ _ ; z ) a b o u t  n o t h * *
i n g _ _ _ _
15 . D o e s  y o u r  s p o u s e  c o n f i d e  i n  y o u  ( c h e c k ) :  u ) a b o u t  e v e r y t h i n g  ; v ) a b o u t  m o o t
t h i n g s _ _ _ _ ; x )  a b o u t  s o m e  t h i n g s  ; y ) a b o u t  a  f a i r  t h i n g s _ _ _ _ _ ; z ) a b o u t  n o t l i —
16 . A r e  y o u  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  a m o u n t  o f  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  o f  a f f e c t i o n  i n  y o u r  
m a r r i a g e ?  ( c h e c k ) :  v ) Y e s  ; N o ;  y ) d e s i r e  l e e s  ; z ) d e s i r e  m o r a ^  ,
17 • I s  y o u r  s p o u s e  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  a m o u n t  o d  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  o f  a f f e c t i o n  ? 
( c h e c k ) :  v ) Y e s  ; N o ;  y ) d e s i r e s  l e s s  ; z ) d e s i r e s  m o r e  .
18 . H o w  f r e q u e n t l y  d o  y o u  " h u m o r "  y o u r  s p o u s e ?  ( c h e c k ) ; a ) f r e q u e n t l y  ; b)o c ­
c a s i o n a l  l y _ _ _ ?  c)r a r e l y  ; d ) n e v e r  .
19 . H a s  y o u r  s p o u s e  e v e r  f a i l e d  t o  t e l l  y o u  t h e  t r u t h ? ( c h e c k ) : a ) o f t e n  ;
b ) a  f e w  t i m e s  „; c ) o n c e  ; d ) n e v e r _ i .
20 . I f  u n t i l  n o w  y o u r  m a r r i a g e  h a s  b e e n  a t  a l l  u n h o . o p y . h o w  c o n f i d e n t  a r e  y o u  
t h a t  i t  w i l l  w o r k  o u t  a l l  r i g h t  i n  t h e  f u t u r e ?  ( c h e c k ) :  m ) v e r y  c o n f i d e u t _
n ) c o n f i d e n t  ; o )  s o m e w h a t  u n c e r t a i n  ; p ) v s r y  u n c e r t a i n  ; t ) m a r r i a g e
h a s  n o t  b e e n  a t  a l l  u n h a p p y  .
2 1 .  E v e r y t h i n g  c o n s i d e r e d ,  h o w  h a p p y  h a s  y o u r  m a r r i r g e  b e e n  f o r  y o u ?  ( c h e c k ) :
i ) e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  h a p p y _ _ _ _ ; k ) d e c i d e d l y  h a p p y _ _ _ _ ; m ) h a p p y _ _ _ _ _ _ ; n )  s o m e w h a t
h a p p y  ; o )  a v e r a g e _ _ _ _ _ _ ; p )  s o m e w h a t  u n h a p p y  ; q ) u n h a p p y _ _ _ _ ; r )  d e c i d e d l y
u n h a p p y _ _ _ _ ; s )  e x t r e m e l y  u n h a p p y _ _ _ _ _ .
22 . I f  y o u r  m a r r i a g e  i s  n o w  a t  a l l  u n h a p p y ,  h o i ;  l o n g  h a s  i t  b e e n  s o  i n  m o n t h s :
m ) l e s s  t h a n  3 _ _ _ _ _ ; 1 1 ) 3 — 1 1  ; o ) l 2  o r  m o r e  .
2 3 .  E v e r y t h i n g  c o n s i d e r e d ,  h o w  h a p p y  h s . s  y o u r  m a r r i a g e  b e e n  f o r  y o u r  s p o u s e ?  ( c h e c k , ,
i )  e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  h a p p y _ _ _ _ ; k ) d e c i d e d l y  h a p p y _ _ _ _ ; m ) h a p p y _ _ _ _ _ _ ; n )  s o m e w h a t
h a p p y _ _ _ _ ; o )  a v e r a g e _ _ _ _ _ _ ; p )  s o m e w h a t  u n h a p p y _ _ _ _ _ ; q ) u n h a n p y _ _ _ _ ; r ) d e c i d e d l y
u n h a p p y _ _ _ _ ; s )  e x t r e m e l y  u n h a p p y _ _ _ _ _ .
2b . I n d i c a t e  y o u r  a p p r o x i m a t e  a g r e e m e n t  o r  d i s a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  y o u r  s p o u s e  o n  t h e
f o l l o w i n g  t h i n g s .  D o  t h i s  f o r  e a c h  i t e m  b y  p u t t i n g  a  c h e c k  i n  t h e  c o l u m n
w h i c h  s h o w s  e x t e n t  o f  y o u r  a g r e e m e n t  o r  d i s a g r e e m e n t .
C h e c k  o n e  c o l u m n  f o r  e a c h  j ) A l w a y s  k ) A l m o s t  l ) O c c a . s — m ) F r e q u —  n ) A l m o s t  o ) A l w a y s
i t e m  b e l o w :  a g r e e  a l w a y s  i o n a l l y  e n t l y  a l w a y s  d i s a g r e e
 a g r e e  d i s a g r e e  d i s a g r e e  d i s a g r e e _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
H a n d l i n g  F a m i l y  f i n a n c e s .  . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _
M a t t e r s  o f  r e c r e a t i o n . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
R e l i g i o u s  m a t t e r s .  «  . » . . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
D e m o n s t r a t i o n  o f  A f f e c t i o n .  . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
F r i e n d s .  . . . . . . . . . . .  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _
T a b l e  m a n n e r s .  . . . . . . . .  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _
M a t t e r s  o f  c o n v e n t i o n a l i t y  . .
P h i l o s o p h y  o f  l i f e  . . . . . .
N a y s  o f  d e a l i n g  w i t h  y o u r  
f a m i l i e s .  . . . . . . . . .
W i f e ' s  w o r k i n g .  . . . . . . .
I n t i m a t e  r e l a t i o n s .  . . . . .
C a r i n g  f o r  t h e  b a b y  . . . . .
S h a r i n g  o f  h o u s e h o l d  t a s k s .  .
P o l  l i n e s  • . . • . • . * . . ,
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25 • rrh e n  d i s a g r e e m e n t s  a r i s e  b e t w e e n  y o u  a n d  y o u r  s p o u s e  t h e y  u s u a l l y  r e s u l t  i n
( c h e c k ) :  v ) a g r e o r , s n t  b y  m u t u a l  g i v e  a n d  t a k e  ; y ) y o u  g i v i n g  i n  ;
?.)y o u r  s n o u s o  g i v i n g  i n  .
I F  T H 3 F O L L O W I N G  L I  S H :
P A R S  ST-70
P u t  a  c r o s s  ( X )  t h r o u g h  t h e  0 f o r  t l i e  t h i n g s  t h a t  h a . v e  o c c u r e d  i n  y o u r  m a r r i a g e  
b u t  h a v e  n o t  i n t e r f e r e d  w i t h  y o u r  h a i m i n e s s .
P u t  a. c r o s s  (x) t h r o u g h  t h e  1 f o r  t h o s e  t h i n g s  t h a t  h a v e  m a d e  y o u r  m a r r i a g e  l e s s  
h a ~ i r > y  t h a n  i t  s h o u l d  h a v e  b e e n .
P u t  a  c r o s s  ( ui- ) t h r o u g h t  t h e  2  f o r  t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  h a v e  d o n e  m o s t  t o  m a k e  y o u r  
m a r r i a g e  u n h a p p y .
I n s u f f i c i e n t  i n c o m e  . . . . . 0 1 2 M y  S ' l j o u s e :
P o o r  m a n a g e m e n t  o f  i n c o m e .  . . 0 1 2 i s  a r g u m e n t a t i v e .  . . . . • 0 1 2
L a c k  o f  f r e e d o m  d u e  t o  m a r r i a g e 0 1 2 i s  n o t  a f f e c t i o n a t e  . . . • 0 1 2
S p o u s e  c o n s i d e r a b l y  o l d e r  t h a n i s  n a r r o w - m i n d e d .  . . . . • 0 1 2
I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 i s  n o t  f a i t h f u l  t o  m e  . . 0 1 2
S p o u s e  c o n s i d e r a b l y  y o u n g e r c o m p l a i n s  t o o  m u c h .  . . . ♦ 0 1 2
t h a n  I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 i  s  l a . z y  . . . . . . . . . • 0 1 2
M a t t e r s  r e l a t i n g  t o  i n — l a i r s .  . 0 1 2 i s  q u i c k - t e m p e r e d  . . . . o 1 2
c r i t i c i s e s  m e  . . . . . . . . . . . . • 0 1 2
M y  s T i o u s a  a n d  I  d i f f e r  i n : s p o i l s  t h e  c h i l d r e n  . . . • 0 1 2
h d u c  a* t  x  oh . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 i s  u n t r u t h f u l  . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2
I n t e l l e c t u a l  i n t e r e s t s  . . . . 0 1 2 i s  c o n c e i t e d .  . . . . . . 0 1 2
R e l i g i o u s  b e l i e f s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 i s  e a s i l y  i n f l u e n c e d  b y
C h o i c e  o f  f r i e n d s .  . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 o t h e r s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2
P r e f e r e n c e s  f o r  a m u s e m e n t s  a n d i s  j e a l o u s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2
r e c r e a t i o n .  . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 i s  s e l f i s h  a n d  i n c o n s i d e r a t e 0 1 2
A t t i t u d e  t o w a r d  d r i n k i n g  . . . 0 1 2 i s  t o o  t a l k a t i v e . . . . . . . . . . • 0 1 2
H a s t e s  i n  f o o d . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 s m o k e s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2
R e s p e c t  f o r  c o n v e n t i o n s .  . . . 0 1 2 d r  i n k s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2
s w e a r  s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2
F o r  t h e  h u s b a n d  t o  f i l l  o u t :
M y  ' . r i f e : l o r  t h e  w i f e  t o  f i l l  o u t
i s  s l o v e n l y  i n  a p p e a r a n c e .  . . 0 1 2 M y  h u s b a n d :
h a s  h a d  m u c h  p o o r  h e a l t h  . . . 0 1 2 p a y s  a t t e n t i o n  t o  o t h e r
i s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  o t h e r  m e n  . . 0 1 2 \ foriiP'U* % * • » • • • » 0 1 2
i s  n e r v o u s  o r  e m o t i o n a l .  . . . 0 1 2 i s  n e r v o u s  o r  i m p a t i e n t  . 0 1 2
n e g l e c t s  t h e  c h i l d r e n .  . . . . . 0 1 2 t a k e s  n o  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e
i s  a  p o o r  h o u s e k e e p e r .  . . . . 0 1 2 c h i l d r e n  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2
i s  n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  m y  b u s i — . i s  u n t i d y  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2
n e s s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 i s  a l i / a y s  w r a p p e d  u p  i n  h i
i s  e x t r a v a g a n t . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 b u s i n e s s  . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2
l e t s  h e r  f e e l i n g s  b e  h u r t  t o o g  a m b 1 e  s  . . . . . • • • * 0 1 2
e a s i l y . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 x  s  t  o u c n y  . . .  . . . . . 0 1 2
i s  t o o  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  s o c i a l i s  n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e
a f f a i r s . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 h o u s e .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2
h a s  a n n o y i n g  h a b i t s  a n d  m a n n e r — h a s  v u l g a r  h a b i t s  . . . . 0 1 2
X  SKI s *  • • • » • • • • • • • 0 1 2 d i s l i k e s  t o  g o  o u t  ’w i t h  m e
w a n t s  t o  v i s i t  o r  e n t e r t a i n  a e v e n i n g s  . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2
l o t  . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 i s  l a t e  t o  m e a l s . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 Ou*
d o e s  n o t  h a v e  m e a l s  r e a d y  o n i s  h a r s h  w i t h  t h e  c h i l d r e n 0 1 2
t i m e .  . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 h a s  p o o r  t a b l e  m a n n e r s .  . 0 1 2
i n t e r f e r e s  i f  I  d i s c i p l i n e l a c k s  a m b i t i o n . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2
c h i l d r e n .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 i s  t i g h t  w i t h  m o n e y  . . . 0 1 2
t r i e s  t o  i m p r o v e  m e .  . . . . . 0 1 2 h a s  n o  b a c k b o n e  . . . . . 0 1 2
i s  a  s o c i a l  c l i m b e r .  . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 d o e s  n o t  t a l k  t h i n g s  o v e r
i s  t o o  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  c l o t h e s  . 0 1 2 f r e e l y . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 T 2
i s  i n s i n c e r e  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 x  s  r u d e  . . . . . . . . . • 0 1 2
g o s s i p s  i n d i s c r e e t l y  . . . . . 0 1 2 i s  b o r e d  i f  I  t e l l  h i m  o f t h e
0 1 2 t h i n g s  t h a t  h a p p e n  i n  m y
i n t e r f e r e s  w i t h  m y  h o b b i e s .  . 0 1 2 e v e r y d a y  l i f e . . . . . . . . . . • 0 1 2
w o r k s  o u t s i d e  t h e  h o m e .  . . . 0 1 2 i s  u n s u c c e s s f u l  i n  h i s  b u s i ­
i s  f u s s y  a b o x i t  k e e p i n g  h o u s e n e s s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2
0 1 2 d o e s  n o t  s h o w  h i s  a f f e c t i o n
i s  s. p o o r  c o o k  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 f  o r  m e  . . . . . . . . • 0 1 2
i n t e r f e r e s  w i t h  m y  b u s i n e s s 0 1 2
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P A R T  T H E S E
1 . H a v e  y o u  e v e r  c o n s i d e r e d  s e p a r a t i n g  f r o m  y o u r  s p o u s e ?  ( c h e c k ) ; u ) h a v e  n e v e r
c o n s i d e r e d  i t  j v ) n o t  s e r i o u s l y  ; x ) s o m e w h a t  s e r i o u s l y  ; y ) s e r i o u s l y
2 . H o w  m a n y  s e r i o u s  q u a r r e l s  o r  a r g u m e n t s  h a v e  y o u  h a d  w i t h  y o u r  s p o u s e  i n  t h e
p a s t  t x / e l v e  m o n t h s ?  ( c h e c k ) :  a )4 o r  more ; t > ) 3  ; c )2_ _ _ _ _ ; d ) l  ;
e ) 0 _ _ _ _ _ .
3 • I n d i c a t e  t o  w h a t  e x t e n t  y o u  a r e  i n  l o v e  w i t h  y o u r  s p o u s e  b y  p l a c i n g  a  c h e c k  
i n  o n e  s q u a r e  o n  t h e  b o x e d  l i n o  b e l o w  w h i c h  r a n g e s  f r o m  11 e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  i n  
l o v e ”  t o  " s m o e w h a t  i n  l o v e " ?  I f  y o u r  f e e l i n g s  f l u c t u a t e  b e t w e e n  t w o  p o i n t s ,  
i n d i c a t e  w h a t  t h e y  a r e  b y  p l a c i n g  a  c h e c k  i n  e a c h  o f  t h e  b o x e s .
E x t  r a o r d i n a r  i l l y  * I < *' • > * 1 i i i S o m e —
i n  l o v e  » A j B  t C  i D  i S  x P  i G- i H j I i J *  w h a t
I t i i i  i_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ i_ _ _ _ _ _ i_ _ _ _ _ _ _ i_ _ _ _ _ i x i n  l o v e
I n d i c a t e  b y  a  c r o s s  ( X )  i n  t h e  a b o v e  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  w h i c h  y o u  t h i n k  y o u r  s p o u s e  
i s  i n  l o v e  w i t h  y o u .
4 . H o w  d o e s  y o u r  p r e s e n t  l o v e  f o r  y o u r  s p o u s e  c o m p a r e  w i t h  y o u r  l o v e  b e f o r e
m a r r i a g e ?  ( c h e c k ) :  ± ) i s  v e r y  m u c h  s t r o n g e r  : k ) c o n s i d e r a b l y  s t r o n g e r  ;
l )  s o m e w h a t  s t r o n g e r  ; m ) a  l i t t l e  s t r o n g e r  ; n ) t h e  s a m e  ; o ) a  l i t t l e
w e a k e r _ _ _ _ _ ; p )  s o m e w h a t  w e a k e r  ; q )  c o n s i d e r a b l y  w e a k e r  ; r ) v e r y  m u c h
w e a k e r _ _ _ _ _ .
5 . I f  y o u  h a d  y o u r  l i f e  t o  l i v e  o v e r  d o  y o u  t h i n k  y o u  - w o u l d  ( c h e c k ) :  u ) m a r r y
t h e  s a m e  p e r s o n  ( c e r t a i n l y   ; x ) p o s s i b l y ___ b ;  y ) m a r r y  a  d i f f e r e n t  p e r s o n
 ; z ) n o t  m a r r y  a t  a l l  . “
6. I f  y o u r  s p o u s e  c o u l d  d o  i t  o v e r  a g a i n  d o  y o u  t h i n k  y o u r  s p o u s e  w o u l d  ( c h e c k ) :
u ) m a r r y  y o u  J c e r t a l n l y  ; x ) p o s s i b l y  j; y ) m a r r y  a  d i f f e r e n t  p e r s o n  ;
z ) n o t  m a r r y  ait a l l _  •
7 . K o w  s a t i s f i e d ,  o n  t h e  w h o l e ,  a r e  y o u  w i t h  y o u r  m a r r i a g e ?  ( c h e c k ) :  i ) e n t i r e l y
s a t i s f i e d  ; k ) v e r y  m u c h  s a t i s f i e d  : m ) s a t i s f i e d  ; n ) s o m e w h a t  s a t i s ­
f i e d  ; o ) s o m e w h a t  d i s s a t i s f i e d  ; p ) d i s s a t i s f i e d  _ _ _ _ _ ; q ) v e r y  m u c h
d i s s a t i s f i e d  ; r ) o n t i r e l y  d i s s a t i s f i e d  .
9 . H a v e  y o u  e v e r  b e e n  a s h a m e d  o f  y o u r  s p o u s e  ( c h e c k )  : u ) n e v e r  ; x ) o n c e  ;
y ) a  few t i m e s _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ; z )  o f  t e n _ _ _ .
10 . E v e n  i f  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  y o u r  s p o u s e  h a v e  y o u  e v e r  f e l t  t h a t  y o u  m i g h t  h a v e  
b e e n  a t  a l l  h a p p i e r  i f  m a r r i e d  t o  a n o t h e r  t y p e  o f  p e r s o n :  ( c h e c k ) :  u ) n e v e r  
 ; x ) r a r e l y  • y )  o c c a s i o n a l l y  ? z ) f r e q u e n t l y  .
11 . D o  y o u  e v e r  r e g r e t  y o u r  m a r r i a g e ?  ( c h e c k ) :  u ) n e v e r  ; x ) r a r e l y  ; y )
o c c a s i o n a l l y  ; z ) f r e q u e n t l y  .
12 . H a v e  y o u  e v e r  c o n s i d e r e d  d i v o r c i n g  y o u r  s p o u s e :  ( c h e c k ) :  u ) n e v e r _ _ _ _ _ ; s ) n o t
s e r i o u s l y  ; y )  s o m e w h a t  s e r i o u s l y  ; s )  s e r i o u s l y  .
P A R T  I , P A R T  I I P A R T  I I I , T O T A L .
